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We are living in a disordered age. Most people, including Chris¬ 
tians, are confused. They are bombarded by multitudes of voices and 
no two of them are in agreement; they are all saying different things. 
Which voice are we to believe or depend on? It’s like going through a 
cafeteria line-you only go through once, you can’t back up, and of 
the thousand things to choose from you must select one. Which will 
it be? 

This brief book you are about to read has to do with Jesus. It 
says that you should choose Him. But which Jesus should you 
choose? And where do you go to find out about who Jesus is, where 
He came from, why He is here, what He did, where He is now, and 
when you will see Him? Thousands of books have been written 
about Jesus. Which of these books should I read? 

The purpose of this work is to say rather dogmatically that the 
only true book you can trust that will tell you all you want to know 
about Jesus is the Bible. The Bible is the incomparable Book. It is the 
Word of God. Its author is God, who worked through chosen vessels 
to give us a Book we can trust in all of its parts. This Bible is the 
touchstone against which I can measure the words and opinions, as 
well as the works, of all men. Its main purpose is to bring us face to 
face with Jesus. He, along with His Father, and the Holy Spirit, are 
the major persons revealed and made known to us in this Book. 

In writing about this Book, the Bible, I have sought to present 
the claims about the Bible as simply as possible. I have tried to write 


for lay people who have not studied in theological seminaries. I have 
kept the book brief, which means that many things have had to be 
left unsaid. I trust the readers will go on from here to read other bet¬ 
ter and more comprehensive works-so long as the Bible itself is read, 
studied, and pondered above all other works. 

The chapter on the historical-critical method may present the 
most difficulties. It can be skimmed over on the first reading, but it 
is a very important chapter. The historical-critical method is perhaps 
the Bible’s greatest enemy today. The historic Christian faith, theo¬ 
logical orthodoxy, if you please, and the historical-critical 
methodology are antithetical. There is no way they can be recon¬ 
ciled. The victory of one means the defeat of the other. 

The chief purpose of what you are about to read is to tell you 
plainly that the Scripture and the Word of God are one and the 
same; and that Scripture in all of its parts is trustworthy, or free 
from error, or infallible, or inerrant-for they all mean the same 
thing. 

May God be pleased to use these words by His Spirit to bring to 
the hearts of every reader the assurance that God, the Author of 
Scripture, has spoken—and He has not stuttered in His speech. 

I wish to thank the Zondervan Publishing House for permission 
to use a few small parts from a previous book of mine, The Battle for 
the Bible. And I wish to express my deep appreciation to the Concor¬ 
dia Publishing House for translating and printing The End of the 
Historical-Critical Method by Gerhard Maier. I am indebted to Pro¬ 
fessor Maier for the use of some of his ideas and hope many people 
will read the work itself. I am indebted to all of the other publica¬ 
tions and writers to whom reference has been made in the text for the 
help they have been to me. And most of all I am indebted to the Billy 
Graham Evangelistic Association, Billy Graham himself, Cliff Bar- 
rows, and George Wilson who have helped to make this book possible. 


The Author 



Introduction—Life’s Great Questions 

Believe it or not, everybody thinks. Some people may think 
hardly at all; others may spend much of their lives doing little else. 
Thinking is related to the asking of questions. And one of the first 
questions a child asks his mother is this, “Mommy, where did I come 
from?” That’s a good question and we will consider it shortly. But 
before we do, we need to deal with another important matter. It is 
this: What are life’s basic questions? 

First of all, we can rule out questions that turn out to be quite 
unimportant. Among them are the following: “How much money 
do I have?” “How many houses, lands, and automobiles do I pos¬ 
sess?” “Do I have a great reputation?” “How much have I accom¬ 
plished in life?” “Do people like me?” These are interesting ques¬ 
tions that tell us a good deal about how a person has succeeded in 
life, humanly speaking. But they do not deal with life’s most impor¬ 
tant questions. After all, what difference does it make how much I 
possess, how great a reputation I have earned, how many friends I 
have made, and whether I am listed in Who’s Who, when I’m dead? 
Death is the great leveler, for we can’t take anything with us. We go 
out the way we came in—empty-handed. 

The story is told of Tamerlane, the great conqueror. When he 
was dying, he gave orders about his burial. He insisted that his hands 
be raised in the coffin with nothing in them. He wanted all to know 
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that he left as empty-handed as he entered this life. And that is true 
for all of us. What, then, are life’s most important questions? 

The first question is, “Who am I?” Today, multiplied numbers 
of people pay fabulous sums to psychologists and psychiatrists in a 
vain effort to find out who they are. It is the identity question, the 
question of personhood. Everyone, sooner or later, one way or 
another, asks this question. 

The second question is, “Where did I come from?” This is the 
children’s question. It has to do with origins. Even children know 
that there was a time when they were not. And you and I know it too. 
Where did I come from? Am I related to the birds, the flowers, the 
trees, and the animal order of life? Did I have a pre-existence in some 
other form? What makes me different from every other form of life 
and from every other person as well? That’s an important question. 

The third great question is, “What is the purpose of life?” 
Stated another way we ask, “Does life have meaning?” “Or is it all a 
charade?” If life has no purpose, then existence is meaningless. If it 
does have purpose, what is the purpose? 

The fourth of life’s basic questions has to do with destiny. 
“Where do I go when I die?” This introduces many other questions 
such as “Is there a life after death?” “Where do we go when we die, 
if there is a life after death?” “What kind of life is there beyond this 
vale of tears?” 

Answers 

Strange as it may seem, everybody has answers to these ques¬ 
tions. Indeed, there are many different answers and they do not 
agree with each other at all. When we look at the different answers, 
it quickly becomes apparent that all of them cannot be true. But the 
answers diverge so much one from another that any thinking being 
soon realizes that to believe one is to disbelieve another. It will help 
us to arrive at answers if we acknowledge one fact. Everybody has 
presuppositions, known or unknown, when they think about an¬ 
swers to life’s basic question. Let’s look at a few of the major ones. 

The Agnostic Answer 

Some people answer these questions by saying, “I don’t know.” 
There is a world of difference between saying “I don’t know” if you 
mean by that you can never know. To make a statement of this sort 
is to embrace a presupposition that ultimate reality cannot be appre¬ 
hended; you can’t know it and you can’t find it. If that be true, then 
it is useless to search for that which you can never find. Anyone who 
makes this statement has become a metaphysician (one who deals 
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with that which is beyond the physical and the experiential). Such a 
person cannot be an empiricist. For an empiricist deals with what can 
be seen, felt, handled, and is apparent to the senses. The most a 
scientist, for scientists are empiricists, can say is that he hasn’t found 
the answers and from his investigations he is doubtful that answers 
will be forthcoming. But what a true empiricist or scientist cannot 
say is this, “There is no answer.” The moment he does that he has 
ceased to be empirical and has become a metaphysician and they are 
quite different kinds of approaches. 

It should be said at this point that the great ethnic religions f all 
into the agnostic category in the sense that they claim that ultimate 
truth is ineffable. This means ultimate truth cannot be expressed in 
words; it is indescribable. It is difficult to suppose that a human be¬ 
ing can know that which cannot be stated in propositional form. Yet 
ethnic faiths like Buddhism, Hinduism, and other religions do pre¬ 
cisely this. 

In 1973 Jacob Bronowski, now dead, published a book, titled 
The Ascent of Man (Boston: Little, Brown and Company), in which 
he advocated an evolutionary, empirical viewpoint. He opposes 
authoritarianism of any kind. For him, the empirical approach is the 
supreme base for his knowledge. But even he must ask the question 
about man and the future. “What is ahead for us?” he inquires. He 
replies, “At last the bringing together of all that we have learned, in 
physics and biology, toward an understanding of where we have 
come, what man is (my italics)....We are nature’s (whatever that 
means, for it is nowhere adequately defined) unique experiment to 
make a rational intelligence prove itself sounder than the reflex. 
Knowledge is our destiny. Self-knowledge, at last bringing together 
the experience of the arts and explanations of science, waits ahead of 
us.” 

But empiricist Bronowski does have questions he cannot an¬ 
swer. Thus he admits that “the horse and the rider (as an evolution¬ 
ist) have many anatomical features in common. But it is the human 
creature that rides the horse, and not the other way around.” As one 
reviewer of his book said: Bronowski “has now experienced death 
(and this is empirical), and that blind spot is gone. Alas, such an em¬ 
pirical finding cannot be incorporated into a new edition of The 
Ascent of Man. ” Yes, he now knows the answers to life’s most im¬ 
portant questions, but for him it is too late! 

The Communist Answer 

Communism has a clearly defined and carefully articulated world 
and life view. Make no mistake about that! Communists often put 
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Christians to shame because they know what they believe, why they 
believe it, and they can defend it against other options vigorously 
and often successfully—not because their claims are superior but 
because they have been trained to present their claims in such a way 
that they give the appearance of plausibility. And the commitment of 
individual Communists to the faith they believe in often gives their 
spurious claims a semblance of attractiveness, because they are ready 
to die for what they believe. 

The Communist has for his basic principle what we call materi¬ 
alism. By this he means that the ultimate reality is matter, not spirit, 
as the Christian faith proclaims. Because matter is the ultimate 
reality, the Communist is an atheist. If matter precedes spirit, then 
spirit must follow matter. And when it does, then whatever follows is 
the invention of man. In other words, man makes his own gods, but 
this is an illusion—for there are no gods. And thinking there are gods 
doesn’t make them exist. Thus the primacy of matter rules out the 
possibility of a God. 

The Communist has a second presupposition, that of the dialec¬ 
tic. By this he means that opposites can be reconciled. He does this 
by presupposing a thesis or existing state which is met head-on by an 
antithesis, that is, its opposite. In the ensuing struggle between the 
thesis and the antithesis, out of that struggle there comes into being a 
synthesis which is the reconciliation of the two opposites. The syn¬ 
thesis then becomes a new thesis, which is challenged by another 
antithesis, out of which comes a new synthesis. This continues until 
the paradisaic state is reached and true Communism prevails. 

The Communist is saying that man comes from matter, that 
there is no creator, there is no life after death, and everything be¬ 
longs to the here and now. He has a narrow creed to be sure, but 
Communism is a religion and does proclaim it has answers to life’s 
basic questions. For those who are satisfied with those answers, this 
system can become a way of life. But who thinks in the depths of his 
heart that these answers are true? And who does not seek for some 
better answer than that offered by Communism? 

The Naturalist or Secularist Answer 

The naturalist or secularist answer to life’s most important 
questions can be found in the Humanist Manifesto II. It followed 
hard on the first Humanist Manifesto which appeared in 1933, and 
was superseded by the second one in 1973. This document is plain 
enough in the claims it makes, and in supplying the presuppositions 
which undergird this viewpoint. They are non-theists who begin 
“with humans not God, nature not deity.” “Promises of immortal 
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salvation or fear of eternal damnation are both illusory and harm¬ 
ful.” “...the human species is an emergence from natural evolution¬ 
ary forces.” “There is no credible evidence that life survives the 
death of the body.” Ethics is “autonomous and situational, needing 
no theological or ideological sanction.” Men have the right to abort 
babies, get divorces, engage in homosexual activity, and practice 
euthanasia with the right to suicide. In short, man is an animal, he is 
part of nature, there is no real purpose for him in life, and there is no 
life after death. This is the naturalist or secular answer to life’s im¬ 
portant questions. 

The Atheistic Existentialist Answer 

At least, the humanist suggests that life may not be totally 
senseless. The atheistic existentialists, however, carry the humanistic 
answer to its very logical conclusion. For them, life makes no sense 
and has no meaning. There is neither creator nor sustainer. Man is 
caught up in a wilderness from which there is no escape, and there is 
no hope. He simply must reach out in the midst of this cosmic joke 
and do the best he can, even though there is no best that he can do. 
One need only read the writings of Sartre, Camus, Kafka and other 
existentialists to understand the utter despair that grips them. If in¬ 
deed life has no meaning, then whatever anyone does makes no dif¬ 
ference. 

Francis Schaeffer points up one amusing incident in this other¬ 
wise black as midnight tale of horror. He mentioned Johnny Cage, 
the existentialist “chance music” composer who drew notes out of a 
hat and strung them together. The resultant noise he called music. 
Believing that life is like that, he quickly discovered that the use of 
chance operations in another area of life would provide his undoing. 
He likes mushrooms. But he knows that there are poisonous mush¬ 
rooms as well as those that are edible. But if he were to use his 
chance philosophy, he knew he would die by chancing to eat mush¬ 
rooms that were poisonous. So in hunting for mushrooms he left off 
the use of chance or random selection of mushrooms lest he die. But 
if his existentialist views are correct, then death indeed is preferable 
to life since neither death nor life makes any difference anyhow. 

The Relativist Answer 

Large numbers of people today are relativists. That is, they do 
not believe that there are absolutes or things that remain forever the 
same and forever true. In this view, what one thinks to be true today 
may be untrue tomorrow. This concept is found deeply imbedded in 
the western mind and seems to become more prevalent all the time. 


12 


GOD’S INCOMPARABLE WORD 


One of the best ways to illustrate this world and life view is -to paint 
the legal backdrop against which the issue relates to society and its 
mores. Oliver Wendell Holmes, a former chief justice of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, was a leader helping to reshape 
the judicial system based on relativism. America has now reached the 
place where, by judicial decision, an action that is legal in one city 
may be illegal in another. What is right or wrong is determined by 
what the consensus of any community is concerning the matter. Thus 
books that are pornographic one place may be nonpornographic in 
another; homosexual acts in the one community may be banned in 
one community but accepted in another. In other words, ethics is not 
based upon any absolute standard that exists outside of man but up¬ 
on whatever men decide is right or wrong. So whatever is right today 
may be wrong tomorrow, and vice versa. 

When the philosophy of relativism is taken over into the realm 
of theism, it is easy to see where it can lead. A belief in God today 
can lead to a disbelief in God tomorrow. The notion of a God who 
dies for the sins of men can be replaced by its opposite. Man can be a 
sinner today and a saint tomorrow. He can do the same things he did 
yesterday. The only change has been in the definition of what a sin¬ 
ner is. When this happens, then right and wrong lose their meaning. 
Life becomes what you choose to make it. But it leaves behind a 
series of questions that press for an answer that the relativist cannot 
supply. The first is philosophic: if the relativist’s first principle is 
true, then he starts with an absolute—-i.e., nothing is forever true, 
except the idea or absolute that “nothing is forever true” is true. 
This becomes his absolute and the relativist has become an absolutist 
with a basic inconsistency. 

Relativism is the father of anarchy. For if you decide what is 
right, and I decide that what you claim to be right is wrong, who de¬ 
termines which one of us is right? And why should your right be 
more acceptable than my wrong? And if the laws of the community 
are based on the opinions of men, how can there be any acceptable 
system without forcing someone’s convictions on someone else, since 
nobody’s convictions are forever definitive? Even a document like 
the Constitution of the United States becomes a nightmare. It no 
longer means what its framers said it means; it only means what each 
new generation of judges proclaim it to be under changing circum¬ 
stances. Clearly, relativism is no answer to life’s most important 
questions if for no other reason than that any answer can never be 
thought to be forever true. And whoever bases his hope of eternal 
life on that which tomorrow may be false is left without any founda¬ 
tion on which to rest his hope. 
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Resolving the Dilemma —The Christian Answer 

We have posed the problem about life’s most important ques¬ 
tions and have stated that everybody has some kind of answer to 
these questions. We have also sketched a few of the many answers to 
these questions, all of which suffer from serious deficiencies and 
none of which is really a viable option for a thinking person. For us, 
the most pressing need is to find answers to the questions. From 
whence do we get answers that are adequate and that satisfy the in¬ 
quiring heart? 

We turn now to the Christian alternative. But once we do this, 
we face what at first glance seems an almost impossible quest. We 
find that even among Christians there are different answers to some 
of these questions. Which Christian’s opinions shall we accept and 
follow? Some time before his death, Nels Ferre' wrote an article in 
which he stated that Paul Tillich was not a Christian. He went 
further and said that anyone who was a Tillichian could not be a 
Christian either. Am I to accept what Nels Ferre said, or what Paul 
Tillich wrote and said? 

We have great names in the roster of the Christian church. But 
whoever you can name would differ in some of his views from 
others. We have Augustine, Luther, and Calvin. We have Arminius, 
Wesley, Edwards, Whitefield, and Moody. To which one of these 
shall we go to find the answers to life’s great questions? Let’s put the 
question another way. What we are really asking is this: What is the 
source of our religious knowledge? From whence do we get our an¬ 
swers? 

This brings us head-on to the major thrust of this work. It in¬ 
volves two questions that cannot be avoided. The first one has just 
been posed: What is the source for our religious knowledge? But it is 
followed by a second question that is equally important: Is the 
source from which we get our knowledge trustworthy? This means 
that we must go to the right source for our answers, and the source to 
which we go must be reliable. 

It is next to impossible to examine carefully all of the religious 
writings that exist in the world. Buddhists, Shintoists, Muslims, 
Taoists, Confucianists, Zoroastrians, Jains, Hindus, and others 
have their sacred writings. To which of these shall we go for an¬ 
swers? Or to none of them, and why? We do know that Christianity 
is a religion that differs uniquely from all other religions. We know 
that its teachings do not agree in principle with any other religions 
known among men. If it can be demonstrated that Christianity is the 
true religion, then we need not be concerned with the options that 
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cannot truly be compared with it. Once we have struck gold, we see 
that all of the other metals are fool’s gold that can deceive people 
into thinking they are the real thing but which, upon close examina¬ 
tion, prove to be false indeed. 

So we close this opening chapter by stating plainly that we be¬ 
lieve the Bible is the true source of our religious knowledge. And we 
do not hesitate to make the claim that the Bible is a reliable book. To 
these subjects we now address ourselves. 



The Bible is the starting point, or the source, of our religious 
knowledge. Once we have said this, we must then ask what the 
Bible’s presuppositions are. After we have analyzed the presupposi¬ 
tions we can determine what the Bible teaches us about the impor¬ 
tant questions of life. 

The Self Revelation of God — God Is 

The first presupposition of the Bible is its claim that God is. The 
Bible itself does not spend precious time trying to prove the existence 
of God. It simply starts with this great affirmation: God is! We all 
have heard of the various philosophic arguments used by scholars to 
develop an apologetic for the fact that God is, as the Bible claims. 
They include the ontological, the teleological, and the cosmological 
arguments for the existence of the divine being. We do not need to 
consider them here, even though they do supply us with helpful am¬ 
munition w'hen we approach agnostics or even atheists. But we must 
never forget that all of the arguments for the existence of God will 
not avail unless the person to whom they have been given approaches 
God by faith. The Bible teaches us distinctly that salvation is not at¬ 
tained by knowledge, although some knowledge is essential. We are 
saved by faith, the third aspect of which is a reaching out to touch 
the hem of Jesus Christ’s garment by an act of will. This involves a 
decision based on the knowledge of who He is, what He has done, 
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and how He saves us, followed by consent of the mind and appropri¬ 
ated by a decision. 

The Bible states categorically that “the fool hath said in his 
heart, There is no God” (Psalm 53:1). Why does the Scripture say 
that such a person is a fool? The answer is not hard to find. In order 
for anyone to make such a statement he must be omniscient, i.e., he 
must know' everything there is to know. If he does not know' every¬ 
thing, then the possibility exists that outside the boundaries of his 
knowledge God might conceivably exist. On the other hand, man 
who has infinite knowledge and w'ho can affirm there is no God must 
himself be God. Thus the Bible says that only a fool can assert there 
is no God. 

Affirming that God is, is one thing; to know' God as redeemer 
and savior from sin is another. According to a Gallup Poll made in 
1976, ninety-four percent of the people in the United States say they 
believe in God or a “universal spirit.” This can be compared with 
Canada’s 89%, Italy’s 88%, Western Europe’s 78%, and Japan’s 
38%. We may conclude that the problem of demonstrating to people 
that there is a God is not so difficult. Most of them start with the no¬ 
tion that there is one. But acknowledging the existence of a supreme 
being is hardly enough. 

The Bible says that “thou doest well” if you believe that there is 
one God. But then it adds this significant fact: “The devils also be¬ 
lieve, and tremble” (James 2:19). This is an odd statement if it is re¬ 
moved from the biblical context. All James is saying is that belief in 
the existence of God is step number one toward saving faith. He as¬ 
serts that the devils who are not saved, and will not be saved, and 
w'ho will never acknowledge Jesus Christ as Savior, know there is 
one God. They agree with this notion. But agreement with the notion 
is insufficient to save them. Men must also reach out in faith and lay 
hold of Christ. 

How God Has Spoken 

The fact that God is, does not mean that God of necessity must 
make himself known to men. Nothing in the lives and circumstances 
of men or in the nature of God Himself requires Him to disclose 
Himself to men. Nor is there anything that requires God to disclose 
Himself in a particular way. What He does is His business. God 
could disclose Himself as the judge of the whole earth, end the world 
today, and demand of men an accounting for their sins. He could 
abandon sinful men to their own pursuits and sit in silence as they 
destroyed themselves. Men would then have no recourse, for there is 
no one to whom they could appeal such a verdict. We can be sure 
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that unless God had spoken, men would live and die in darkness and 
be forever separated from God. But there is a happier side to man’s 
sorry plight. God has made Himself known to men. 

The glory of the Christian faith springs from the claim and the 
truth that the Bible itself is the written self-revelation of God who 
has spoken in such a way that anyone who comes to the Book by 
faith can understand the grace of God and the full and free salvation 
He offers in Jesus Christ His only Son. Later we will show that when 
God spoke, He did not stutter in His speech. The written Word of 
God has come to us in accents loud and clear, free from the ambigui¬ 
ties and errors that accompany all other writings of all men for all 
time. Meanwhile, we must ask the question: How has God spoken? 

How God Has Spoken Through Creation 

God has spoken, first of all, through natural revelation. All 
things were made by Him and without Him was not anything made 
that was made (see Col. 1:16). The writer of the book of Hebrews 
says that is the One through whom the universe was made (Hebrews 
1:2). In other words, there was a time when there was no matter. 
God is Spirit, not matter. But God by the word of His power called 
matter into being and made the universe. The Psalmist proclaims 
that the heavens declare the glory of God and the firmament showeth 
forth His handiwork (Psalm 19:1). Of all this we must say several 
things. 

The cosmos, that is, the universe, is of great size. In the Space 
Museum in Washington, D.C., Lindbergh’s plane in which he 
crossed the Atlantic is on display. So is the space ship in which the 
astronauts flew to the moon. An exhibit in a side room is devoted to 
a description of the universe. Here it is stated that there are one hun¬ 
dred billion galaxies, and each galaxy has in it a cluster of stars. In 
each cluster there are a hundred billion stars. Altogether it is esti¬ 
mated that there are 10,000 quintillion stars. Just add eighteen zeroes 
to the 10,000 and you have the number of stars! And God calls each 
star by its name. Even more staggering is the fact that the light from 
some of these stars is 60 quintillion light-years away. Light travels at 
the rate of 186,000 miles a second. And traveling at that rate of speed 
it takes 60 quintillion light-years for the light from some of these 
stars to get to where you and I can see it in the heavens at night. 

Nobdoy in his right mind believes that wristwatches happen to 
come together and that there is no watchmaker behind them. Every¬ 
one knows that every watch has a watchmaker. So it is not difficult 
to perceive that the universe had its creator, the God who called it 
into being and fashioned it according to the divine plan. There is a 
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fact that we must acknowledge and understand about natural revela¬ 
tion, by which we mean that as a watch denotes a watchmaker so 
does the world we see denote a creator. What is that important fact? 

No man can know God through nature, i.e., through creation. 
It is not that nature does not make it plain to man that there is a 
creator. It is only that man cannot find God through nature, even 
though it witnesses to the divine existence. Man is blinded by sin and 
cannot read the script of nature. And even if he could read the script 
of nature, it tells him no more than that there is a God behind it. But 
it still would not mean that man could then know this God who is be¬ 
hind nature. Thus there is more to God’s self-disclosure than natural 
revelation. There is special revelation, and this revelation consists in 
two parts: God has revealed Himself in the book we call the Bible, 
and in Jesus Christ who is the Son of God incarnate. 

How God Has Spoken Through the Bible, 
the Word of God Written 

The Bible is the Word of God written. It is the inscripturated 
Word. It is the source of all the knowledge we have about God. This 
written Word has come down to us in this form so that all men and 
every generation can read what God has to say. It is the permanent 
and enduring Word that has come down to us through the ages, and 
will always be there for men to see and read. Its nature is such that it 
can never perish. It will last throughout all the ages of eternity. Of 
this Word of God written, we shall have more to say in a moment. 
But we must speak of another Word first. 

How God Has Spoken Through Jesus Christ, 
the Word of God Incarnate 

God not only has spoken through nature and through the Bible. 
He has also spoken through Jesus Christ, who is the incarnate Word. 
By this we mean that God Himself, in the person of Jesus, assumed 
human form. He actually became flesh and dwelt among us. He 
made Himself visible to those who lived at that time, and He has 
been enshrined in the Bible so that all men of all time can know of 
this Jesus through the Bible. Indeed, it is a mystery why God should 
make a beachhead on this tiny planet, which is less than the point of 
a needle when compared to the vastness of the cosmos. But there is 
something distinctive about the planet earth. It is the only place 
where human life exists—where there are men and women made in 
the image of God (we call it the imago dei). 

The earth is also the scene of a great disaster. The first man, 
Adam, sinned against God and was driven from the Garden of Eden. 
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But more than that, he was estranged from his Creator and separated 
in such a way that he could not be reconciled unless and until the 
penalty for man’s sin was paid. The righteousness of God had to be 
vindicated, if a way back to God was to be opened up. This is the 
reason why God sent His only begotten Son. This is the reason for 
the cross of Calvary. This is the reason why salvation comes from the 
crimson flow of blood from the wounded Savior’s brow and side. It 
made our salvation possible and brought with it the gift of eternal 
life for those who believe on Jesus. 

The Relation of the Two Words 

Right now we must forever remember one truth that is of 
supreme significance in the Christian faith. The two Words of God 
are inextricably and forever interrelated. They cannot be separated. 
If they are separated, then we lose both of them. They stand or fall 
together. The only incarnate Word we can know, the only incarnate 
God who has revealed Himself in Scripture is the Jesus of Scripture. 
There is no other Jesus than the biblical Jesus. Somehow' this truth 
must be imprinted on our minds and hearts so indelibly that we will 
never forget it, nor will we ever let anyone talk to us about any other 
Jesus than the biblical Jesus. Of course, men do write books about 
Jesus. The Apostle John says that the world would not be able to 
contain all of the books that could be written about the Son of God 
(John 21:25). But no matter how many books may be wnitten, they 
are valuable only if they are in accord with the one book of which we 
speak-the Bible. Anyone can write about Jesus so long as he faith¬ 
fully presents the Jesus of Scripture. To the extent that anyone does 
this, to that extent he is faithful to the Word of God written. If any¬ 
one writes anything about Jesus that does not correspond to the 
revelation of Jesus given in the Bible, it must be disregarded and put 
aside as speculative or untrue. 

Let’s say it another way. First, the Bible is the Word of God. 
But there is more to it than that. It is the revelation of God to men— 
by which all the opinions of men must be tested. It is the source for 
all dogma, and no one shall be asked to believe anything that cannot 
be found in, or deduced from, the Word of God written. Even the 
writings of the great Christian leaders of all ages must be tested 
against the Bible. This is true whether it be Augustine, John Calvin, 
Martin Luther, or John Wesley. If Augustine wrote anything that 
contradicts the Bible, then it must be set aside. If John Calvin or 
Martin Luther asserted anything that cannot be demonstrated from 
Scripture, we are not called upon to believe it. 
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The Bible and Our Religious Knowledge 

We have said plainly that the Bible is the source of our religious 
knowledge. But having said that, we must follow it immediately by 
asserting that Christianity is Christianity, and can be supported and 
defended only within the context of the Old and the New Testa¬ 
ments. And the truth claims of Christianity are reliable ONLY TO 
THE EXTENT THAT THE SOURCE FROM WHICH WE DE¬ 
RIVE THESE TRUTHS IS ITSELF RELIABLE. So we are con¬ 
fronted with two major questions: First, “Is the Bible the Word of 
God?” Second, “Is the Bible the reliable Word of God?” If the 
revelation of God in Scripture is not reliable, then Christianity can 
be no more reliable than the source from which it springs. If the 
premise from which we start is untrue, then the conclusions we draw 
must be untrue as well. And if we cannot trust the parts of the Bible 
we can check, why should we trust the parts of the Bible we cannot 
check? The Christian faith then, stands or falls on the reliability of 
the revelation of God. So we now turn our attention to the claims the 
Bible makes about itself, and later to the reasons why we believe 
these claims to be true. 

We have said the Bible is the source of our religious knowledge. 
As we come to the Bible, certain words that are applied to the Bible 
must be understood if we are to know what we are talking about. 
They need not be made so technical that we cannot easily understand 
what they mean. Yet, at the same time, it would be untrue to suppose 
that simple explanations exhaust all that the words mean. We know 
in part and we understand in part. Therefore, only eternity will re¬ 
veal aspects of these words that none of us has grasped as yet. The 
words we will discuss are these: authority, revelation, inspiration 
(verbal, plenary), and inerrancy or infallibility. 

Authority 

The word “authority” as used here simply means that the Bible 
stands above us and is believed by us. We accept whatever it teaches 
us, and practice whatever it commands us. It is the rule of faith and 
conduct for the Christian. If the Bible is not authoritative, then we 
are wasting our time and spinning our wheels. Nothing remains to 
talk about. We must remember that the authority of the Bible is 
something every Christian accepts voluntarily. It cannot be forced 
on anyone. In this sense, it is quite different from the authority of 
the government of the United States or any other government. Citi¬ 
zens of the United States may not like, and indeed may not agree 
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with, the Constitution that governs the nation, but they are required 
to obey it and penalties are attached if they don’t. 

Authority and truth must be considered too. In the secular 
realm, the authority over us may be founded on untruth as in com¬ 
munist lands. But their citizens are bound by this authority even 
though it may be based on untruths. But the authority of no nation is 
universal. Thus the Constitution of the United States does not and 
cannot bind citizens of other lands. It is possible that the constitution 
of some other nation may be based on truth, but that does not mean 
it has authority over American citizens. 

In the case of the Bible, it claims to have universal authority 
over all men everywhere. It recognizes that men have what we call 
the power of contrary choice. They can accept or they can reject the 
authority of the Bible. They can live by its precepts, or they can re¬ 
fuse to let these precepts bind them. In the realm of the spirit, the 
Bible makes its unique claims, but it does not employ force to make 
men either accept or conform to its teachings. Thus its authority is 
different and unique from all other authorities. It does present men 
with its sanctions, however, and these should not be overlooked. The 
sanctions of the Bible are everlasting life and everlasting death. It 
says to men everywhere that they have the right to choose whether 
they will put themselves under the authority of the Bible, and they 
are warned about the consequences that flow from their choices. 

Revelation 

The authority of the Bible over life is related to its claim to be 
the revelation of God to men. By revelation we mean that God has 
made Himself known and this self-disclosure has been inscripturated 
uniquely in the Bible. We have already mentioned natural revelation, 
but have said that no man can find God in nature. God, in order for 
man to find Him, revealed Himself supernaturally, and has done so 
directly and indirectly. 

The Old Testament records how God Himself made personal 
appearances to selected persons. He appeared as the angel of the 
Lord; He manifested Himself to men in fire and clouds and smoke; 
He appeared in the stormy winds. Personal appearances, or theoph- 
anies as they are called, reached a climax in the incarnation, when 
Jesus Christ appeared in human form and lived among men. This 
was a direct revelation of God in the highest sense. 

God has also revealed Himself in direct communications to men 
in ages past. He did this by audible voice, through dreams, by vi¬ 
sions, and even through the Urim and the Thummim. The Holy 
Spirit, we are told, is the divine author of the Bible, and He it was 
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who revealed the plan of salvation to men who wrote the Word of 
God that we now have. Some parts of the Bible, such as the Book of 
the Revelation, were direct communications from God to the writers 
of Scripture. But there are other places where the Holy Spirit recalled 
to the minds of men that which He wanted written in the Bible. We 
can say, then, that the Bible is the revelation of God. 

God also disclosed Himself through miracles. These too are 
revelations of God. We might mention just a few: Creation, the 
plagues on Egypt, the crossing of the Red Sea, the raising of the dead 
by Elijah, the miracles of Jesus, the supernatural acts of the apostles, 
and surely the resurrection of Jesus Himself from the dead by the 
power of the Holy Spirit. 

Note that all of the things we are talking about have come to us 
through the Bible. It is the sourcebook from which we get all of this 
information. It claims to be the revelation of God, and we believe 
that it is. This written revelation of God claims to be the inspired 
Word of God, and to this we now come. 

Inspiration 

Multiplied millions of books have been written through the 
ages. But of all the books that have been written, only one of them is 
different from all other books. The difference consists in the fact 
that the Bible is the only book ever written by divine inspiration. No 
other book can legitimately make this claim; nor is such a claim sup¬ 
portable for any other book, as we shall see later on. The Bible is the 
kind of book we know it to be by virtue of its being divine revelation. 
The Bible itself claims to be the inspired Word of God, and the Bible 
in its entirety is precisely that. We will give our reasons for this in the 
next chapter. Right now we need to do one thing first. 

A definition of inspiration is in order. By inspiration we mean 
that holy men of God—under the influence and guidance of the Holy 
Spirit—wrote what God wanted written. The human authors re¬ 
tained their own styles, yet even in the choice of words (verbal inspi¬ 
ration) they were guided by the Spirit; and in writing the Scriptures 
they were kept from making historical, geological, or scientific er¬ 
rors of any kind. They were preserved from error irrespective of the 
sources from which they got their information. We do not care 
whether they got it firsthand as witnesses to the events themselves, 
whether they got it secondhand from extant records, whether they 
got it by direct special revelation, or whether they got it by exhaus¬ 
tive investigation-all we are saying is that through the influence of 
the Holy Spirit, whatever the source of their material, they were en¬ 
abled to record truth for us, and nothing but the truth. 
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C.S. Lewis, in Mere Christianity, says something that is helpful. 
Man needs something he hasn’t got, and God puts it in him. By way 
of illustration, he mentions a child who is being taught to write. He 
says, “...you hold its hands while it forms the letters: that is, it forms 
the letters because you are forming them.” So with Scripture—as 
fallible, limited human beings sat down to write. The Holy Spirit 
held their hands, which enabled them to write what they wanted to 
write, because they wanted to write (but could not by themselves) 
what the Holy Spirit wanted written. 

Inspiration was not mechanical, i.e., the writers were not secre¬ 
taries who wrote what was dictated to them. Nor was inspiration 
merely the thoughts or ideas without extending to the words them¬ 
selves. Thoughts committed to writing must be done through words. 
If the words are congruent with the ideas, the words, no less than the 
ideas, take on great significance. In the Bible, sometimes a single 
word makes all the difference about what is to be conveyed. So even 
the words (verbal inspiration) are an integral part of inspiration. 

Some people hold that the term inspiration only means genius of 
a high order. They say that the writers of Scripture were no more in¬ 
spired than Milton, Mohammed, Shakespeare, Buddha, or other 
well-known authors. Thus, they do not think the Bible is really 
unique and alone among the books of men. Still others think that 
even as men like the Apostle Paul were inspired to write, so Chris¬ 
tians in every age have enjoyed similar inspiration. Thus, there 
would be no reason why another Bible could not be written today. 

Sometimes inspiration is confused with illumination. They are 
distinctly different. Illumination has to do with the understanding of 
the Bible, not with the writing of it. The Bible gives us objective 
knowledge, but the eyes of men are blinded so that they cannot 
understand the Bible without the help of the Holy Spirit. Paul in 
1 Corinthians 2 says this, “The man without the Spirit does not ac¬ 
cept the things that come from the Spirit of God, for they are fool¬ 
ishness to him, and he cannot understand them, because they are 
spiritually discerned.” 

We have said that the Bible claims to be authoritative, that it is 
God’s revelation, that all of it is inspired (plenary), and that inspira¬ 
tion pertains to the very words of Scripture (verbal inspiration) as 
well as the ideas. So the task that remains is to explain what we mean 
by inerrancy or infallibility. 

Inerrancy or Infallibility 

Inerrancy and infallibility are synonymous terms: they mean the 
same thing. Yet it is true that some people try to assert that there is a 
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difference. We must know clearly what the purported difference is. 
Those who distinguish between the two terms do so by saying in ef¬ 
fect that the Bible is infallible, but it is not inerrant. By this they 
generally mean that the trustworthiness of the Bible is limited to 
matters of faith and practice. Or they mean that the Bible infallibly 
does its work of salvation. On these matters the Bible is trustworthy. 
But they think that inerrancy, and they are right, claims that ALL of 
the Bible is trustworthy, even in matters that may not be intrinsic to 
salvatory matters of faith and conduct. In other words, the Bible 
cannot be trusted in matters of science, cosmology, and history. 

Most of those who hold to limited infallibility refuse to assert 
that the Bible is the infallible Word of God. They carefully say that 
“the Bible is the Word of God, the only infallible rule of faith and 
practice.” By stating it this way, they are being careful not to say 
that all of the Bible is infallible or inerrant. To them, inerrancy 
means infallibility in the whole and in the parts of the Bible; whereas 
infallibility for them means that trustworthiness is limited to matters 
of faith and conduct consonant with the saving purpose of God. 

In the history of the Christian Church, its testimony through the 
ages has been in favor of biblical inerrancy. Of this, more will be said 
later. Moreover, the men God has used most through the centuries in 
evangelism and missions have believed the Bible to be true in all of its 
parts. 

When we started, we said that there are two important questions 
that must be asked when we try to get answers to life’s basic ques¬ 
tions. One is: “What is the source of my religious knowledge?” The 
second is: “Is the source of my religious knowledge trustworthy?” 
We have claimed forthrightly that the Bible is the only source of our 
religious knowledge; and, in dealing with inerrancy or infallibility, 
we are saying that the Bible is the wholly trustworthy source of our 
religious knowledge. We are also saying that once you dilute this 
claim to complete trustworthiness you open the floodgate to doubt 
about all parts of the Bible. And the history of the Church shows 
that once infallibility or inerrancy is compromised other great doc¬ 
trines of the Christian faith suffer as well. 

There are some things we are not saying. We are not saying that 
the Bible is inspired because it is inerrant. Nor are we saying that it is 
revelation because it is inerrant. We are saying that inspiration, if it 
means anything, means that the Bible must be inerrant. This turns on 
the question of what inspiration means. If inspiration does not mean 
the conveyance of truth, then it must mean the conveyance of error, 
or at least a combination of truth and error. Since every book in the 
world that has ever been written apart from the Bible has truth and 
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error in it, in what way would the Bible differ from all other books? 
And would this not empty the term “inspiration” of any solid or real 
meaning? Moreover, it is true that even those who limit infallibility 
to some part of Scripture, do admit that that part is inspired truth, 
even as the other part is inspired error. Thus we find ourselves in the 
predicament of believing a doctrine of the inspiration of all of Scrip¬ 
ture, but limiting inspiration by saying it does not carry truth with it 
in everything, only truth in matters of faith and conduct. Once this is 
done, the doctrine of inspiration has been compromised. For if part 
of the inspired Bible is not true, how then can we know what part is 
true, and who determines which is which? 

Moreover, there is absolutely nothing in the Bible itself-and 
even those who hold to limited infallibility must say this-which says 
that parts of the Bible are inspired and parts are not inspired, or that 
some things are true and others are not true. The Bible itself deals 
with the Bible as a whole; and even though there may seem to be 
problems from a human perspective, yet the Bible itself allows for no 
errors in it. 

The Autographs 

In a moment, we will be addressing ourselves to the reasons why 
we believe that the Bible is free from all error in the whole and in the 
parts. But before we do that, one other item needs attention. This 
has to do with what we call the original manuscripts of the Bible, or 
the autographs. We do not have the autographs of the Bible, Old and 
New Testaments. We only have copies that have come down to us 
through the ages. Most statements about biblical infallibility say that 
the Bible is inerrant in the autographs. Immediately the critics ex¬ 
claim that we cannot prove inerrancy, since we do not have the origi¬ 
nal writings. And they try to make much of this. They say we are 
talking about what does not exist. We only have the copies before us. 
But they do this because they reject inerrancy and, in effect, say that 
there are errors in the autographs they don’t have either! Thus, 
neither those who claim the Bible has errors in it nor those who claim 
it doesn’t, can establish the case on the basis of autographs neither 
possesses. So we have to go at it another way. 

The question about the autographs must be divided into two 
parts. The first has to do with the Old Testament Scriptures. There 
are very few copies of the Old Testament in existence compared to 
the New Testament. We do know, of course, that the canon of the 
Old Testament was known in Jesus’ day, and that the same books we 
have in our Old Testament are the books Jesus had. Since fewer 
manuscripts are available, for copyists usually destroyed the old 
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scrolls once they were copied, there is little to check against. That is 
one reason why the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls was important. 
It did give us something against which to check the manuscript evi¬ 
dence we do have. The Dead Sea Scrolls confirmed the fact that the 
Old Testament as we have it is remarkably accurate. If there are 
problems, they are not problems of different manuscripts saying dif¬ 
ferent things. But we will leave the argument for the trustworthiness 
of the Old Testament for the next chapter, when we give reasons for 
believing the Bible to be trustworthy. This brings us to the New Tes¬ 
tament. 

There are literally thousands of pieces of the New Testament 
Scriptures available for study. In fact, the Sinaiticus manuscript con¬ 
tains all of the New Testament canon. Lower criticism’s function is 
to establish what the original text of the New Testament really is. 
This work has progressed far enough so that very little remains by 
way of textual problems for the New Testament. There are variant 
readings in the different manuscripts, but scholars have worked their 
way through the problems and have arrived at a point where a schol¬ 
ar by the name of Dr. Palmer of the New York Bible Society can as¬ 
sert that we have reached 98 percent certainty with regard to the New 
Testament text. 

Westcott and Hort, in their book, The New Testament in Greek, 
say, “If comparative trivialities, such as changes of order, the inser¬ 
tion or omission of the article with proper names, and the like, are 
set aside, the words in our opinion still subject to doubt can hardly 
amount to more than a thousandth part of the whole New Testa¬ 
ment” (p. 565). 

F.F. Bruce, a well-known New Testament scholar, said, “The 
variant readings about which any doubt remains...affect no material 
question of historic fact or of Christian faith and practice.” One of 
the reasons why those of us who believe in biblical inerrancy refer to 
the autographs is this. There are some w'ords and a few verses, and 
even one or two passages, of the New Testament about which there 
are questions whether they were in the autographs. Since we do not 
have absolute proof one way or the other-either that these were or 
were not in the autographs—and since we are commanded neither to 
add to nor take away from the Word of God, it would be unwise to 
make assertions about these few passages. But what is important to 
remember is this. Those parts about which there is any question have 
nothing to do with the question of error. Their inclusion or their ex¬ 
clusion would not take away biblical inerrancy, for they would not 
be telling us anything that was false or untrue. 
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One further word about the autographs of Scripture is in order. 
Critics frequently allude to the indisputable fact that we do not have 
the original autographs. Somehow they feel this destroys the case for 
an inerrant Bible. What the fail to consider is this: What they say 
about the Word of God written is also true about the Word of God 
incarnate. We, today, have not seen the Son of God any more than 
we have seen the autographs of Scripture. The apostle Peter spoke of 
the second coming of the Lord Jesus, “Whom having not seen, ye 
love; in whom, though now ye see him not, yet believing, ye rejoice 
with joy unspeakable and full of glory” (1 Peter 1:8). We have not 
seen Jesus yet, but we will someday. If we can believe in Him whom 
we have not seen, why can’t we also believe in the autographs of 
Scripture we have not seen either? 

Before we state the reasons why we believe the Bible to be true in 
all of its parts, it would be helpful to note what one great theologian 
had to say about the autographs. 

Professor William G.T. Shedd was a colleague of Charles 
Augustus Briggs at Union Theological Seminary in New York City. 
Dr. Briggs was a champion of biblical errancy; Dr. Shedd champi¬ 
oned inerrancy. Dr. Briggs made light of the idea that the original 
autographs (which, he pointed out, we do not have) were without er¬ 
ror. Dr. Shedd had this to say: 

Why did not God inspire the copyists as well as the original 
authors? Why did He begin with absolute inerrancy, and end 
with relative inerrancy? For the same reason that, generally. He 
begins with the supernatural and ends with the natural. For il¬ 
lustration, the first founding of His Church, in both the Old and 
New dispensations, was marked by miracles; but the develop¬ 
ment of it is marked only by His operations in nature, provi¬ 
dence, and grace. The miracle was needed in order to begin the 
Kingdom of God in this sinful world, but is not needed in order 
for its continuance and progress. 

And the same is true of the revelation of God in His written 
Word. This must begin in a miracle. The truths and facts of re¬ 
vealed religion, as distinguished from natural, must be super- 
naturally communicated to a few particular persons especially 
chosen for this purpose. Inspiration comes under the category 
of the miracle. It is as miraculous as raising the dead. To expect, 
therefore, that God would continue inspiration to copyists after 
having given it to prophets and apostles, would be like expecting 
that because in the first century He empowered men to raise the 
dead. He would continue to do so in all centuries. 
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If this had been necessary, if God could not have extended 
and perpetuated His Church without the continuance of mira¬ 
cles, doubtless He would have wrought miracles perpetually; for 
we cannot suppose that Omnipotence would suffer itself to be 
defeated in any undertaking. But whatever can be accomplished 
by His ordinary methods in nature, providence, and grace, God 
so accomplishes. 

Now, this applies to divine revelation. The Scriptures could 
not have been originated and written down in the vernacular of 
the prophets and apostles without an inerrant and infallible in¬ 
spiration, and as thus originated and written they were perfect, 
containing no error. God the Holy Spirit inspires no error, great 
or small. This is a miracle. 

But these Scriptures can be copied into thousands of manu¬ 
scripts, so that these shall substantially reproduce the auto¬ 
graphs in doctrine, history, physics, chronology, geography; in 
short, in everything that goes to make up the Scriptures. This 
latter process is not supernatural and preclusive of all error, but 
providential and natural and allowing of some error. But this 
substantial reproduction, this relative “purity” of the original 
text as copied, is sufficient for the divine purposes in carrying 
forward the work of redemption in the world. 

But had the employment of this method of special providence 
involved the radical alteration of the original autographs, so as 
to introduce essential and fatal error into them, then doubtless it 
would not have been employed, but the copyists as well as the 
prophets and apostles would have been supernaturally “moved 
by the Holy Ghost,” and their copies would have been exact 
facsimiles of the autographs. 

One or the other view of the Scriptures must be adopted; 
either that they were originally inerrant and infallible, or that 
they were originally errant and fallible. 

The first view is that of the Church in all ages: the last is that 
of the rationalist in all ages. 

He who adopts the first view, will naturally bend all his ef¬ 
forts to eliminate the errors of copyists and harmonize discrep¬ 
ancies, and therefore bring the existing manuscripts nearer to 
the original autographs. By this process, the errors and discrep¬ 
ancies gradually diminish, and belief in the infallibility of Scrip¬ 
ture is strengthened. 

He who adopts the second view, will naturally bend all his ef¬ 
forts to perpetuate the mistakes of scribes, and exaggerate and 
establish discrepancies. By this process, the errors and discrep- 


THE BIBLE-THE SOURCE OF OUR RELIGIOUS 
KNOWLEDGE 


29 


ancies gradually increase, and disbelief in the infallibility of 
Scripture is strengthened. 

That the theory of the original errancy and fallibility of Scrip¬ 
ture as it came from the prophets and apostles should be main¬ 
tained and defended by the rationalistic critic, is comprehensi- 
ble-his hostility to the supernatural explains it—but that it 
should be maintained and defended by professedly evangelical 
critics, is inexplicable, except on the supposition that they do 
not perceive the logical result of the theory, and its exceedingly 
destructive influence upon the belief of mankind in divine revel¬ 
ation (Calvinism: Pure and Mixed [Scribner, 1893], pp. 140-142). 




We believe that the Bible is free from all error in the whole and 
in the parts for a number of good reasons. In recounting them, it 
should be remembered that the order in which we list them has 
nothing to do with the importance of each of them. Moreover, even 
if we were to eliminate every consideration and make no case for the 
trustworthiness of the Bible, it still would be true. In and of itself, 
the Bible stands and is true. In this sense, it is similar to the evidences 
we might adduce for the existence of God. Whether or not we give 
reasons why we believe God exists in no way changes the fact that He 
is. So also with Scripture and its truthfulness. It is self-evident and 
does not need to be demonstrated. But men, being what they are, do 
look for supportive reasons to validate what the Bible claims for it¬ 
self and what men know intuitionally to be true. 

If we put the issue another way, it may be clearer yet. Once we 
suppose the existence of God, and once we allow that God has 
spoken, we know immediately that He cannot and does not speak 
untruth. Nor is He limited in His self-disclosure, so that when He 
used human vessels through whom to communicate, the resulting 
product must be marred by their frailties. The human writers of 
Scripture were sinners. They were finite and they could err. But He 
who is divine, infinite, and unerring, could and did work through 
men to produce a Bible that bears the humanity of men but not the 
errors of men. Thus the Bible is both divine and human in origin, but 
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its humanity cannot mean that God was forced to limit His activity 
so as to give us a book that is partly true and partly false. 

Theological Liberals deny the trustworthiness of the Bible in 
theological as well as other matters. Virtually all others agree that the 
Bible is true, at least in matters having to do with salvation. 

This limited inerrancy is fatal for several reasons. One we have 
already stated: it makes God the author of error; i.e., He accommo¬ 
dates Himself to the finitude of men and their inability to give us a 
book completely free from error. The question these people have 
never answered satisfactorily is this: If God could so move the writ¬ 
ers of Scripture to give us a salvation message that does not err, why 
suppose that He did not do the same about what they sometimes call 
non-revelational matters? If, in order to give us such a book that is 
errorless, He was forced to use the human authors in such a way that 
they somehow lost their independence and became mere secretaries, 
does not answer the question. Certainly, He must have done at least 
something similar to this to keep them from writing theological 
falsehoods. And if He overruled their independence at this point, 
why balk at the idea that He could not, or should not, have done so 
in supposedly less important matters? Once the principle of divine 
interference is accepted as part of the inspiration process, human 
freedom has been abridged to the extent that this is so. The authors 
had to write what God wanted written. Why then limit the extent of 
the divine participation to certain parts of Scripture, especially since 
the Bible itself witnesses to the fact that all Scripture is inspired? 

Limited inerrancy is fatal for another reason. It exalts the hu¬ 
manity of Scripture above the divine. Any cursory reading of articles 
and books written about a partially errant Bible quickly discloses the 
not-too-hidden presupposition employed by people who deny bibli¬ 
cal inerrancy. They talk speciously about the intention of the authors 
of Scripture. And when they do this, they always have the human 
authors in mind-whether it be Moses, Paul, Peter, John, etc. In so 
doing, they obscure the important fact that Scripture has its origins 
in God, not in man. God is the real author of Scripture, as the Bap¬ 
tist New Hampshire Confession says. And were it not for God’s ini¬ 
tiative there would have been no Scripture. Even the most vocal op¬ 
ponents of inerrancy are still forced to say that it was the Holy Spirit 
who inspired the writers of the Bible. 

To make men and God co-equal in the writing of the Bible may 
be one of the great blunders of our day. God did use men to ac¬ 
complish the divine purpose, but that purpose was the purpose of 
God and not the purpose of men. Any biblical author’s only purpose 
in writing Scripture was to make himself available to the Holy Spirit 
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to get written what the Holy Spirit wanted written. God graciously 
condescended to use the inbuilt (which He built in them in the first 
place) abilities of the authors to accomplish the divine purpose. 
Thus, to speak of the intention of the author and to leave out the in¬ 
tention of God is a grievous fault. We must therefore insist that God 
used men to get what He wanted done. At the same time, He did so 
without fatally compromising their humanity, or forcing them to 
write that which was contrary to their wills. 

Surely no one will accuse a pianist, who renders his version of 
Chopin his w'ay, of being a robot whose integrity has been sacrificed 
on the altar of dictation, such as some scholars say must be true for 
anyone who believes in verbal inspiration and the inerrancy of all of 
the Bible. The musician who plays Chopin does so of his own will, 
and brings to bear upon Chopin his understanding of the piece 
Chopin wrote. The writers of the Bible chose to yield themselves to 
the Holy Spirit of God, and in so doing became His vessels for the 
divine use. They were faithful exponents of the divine composition 
and assisted the Holy Spirit in accomplishing what the Holy Spirit set 
out to do. The Spirit played a primary role, not a secondary one. 
And any view of Scripture which attributes a role to the human 
authors co-equal to that of the Holy Spirit loses sight of this great 
truth. Scripture is “God-breathed” not “man-breathed.” It was 
God’s Word that came through man’s pen. “Holy men spoke as they 
were moved by the Holy Spirit.” The Holy Spirit did not speak as He 
was moved by men! 

The Evidences 

Now we must set forth some of the reasons why we believe that 
the Bible is inerrant. And we start first with the Holy Spirit and His 
witness to Scripture. 

The Witness of the Holy Spirit 

The person and work of the Holy Spirit has received more atten¬ 
tion in our day than perhaps in any decade in the twentieth century. 
This is all to the good, for the Bible indicates that from Pentecost 
onward we have been in the age, or the dispensation, of the Holy 
Spirit. The Acts of the Apostles might easily be subtitled The Works 
of the Holy Spirit, or The Acts of the Holy Spirit. Some who do not 
believe in biblical inerrancy talk about the witness of the Holy Spirit. 
But they do it in a subjective fashion. Someone has written, “What 
proof do we need, to know whether the Bible is the Word of God? 
Nothing but the Spirit of God speaking to us in Scripture.” When 
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this turns out to mean that there are errors in Scripture, it becomes 
an exercise in futility. Believers in biblical infallibility should not 
then discard the witness of the Spirit, for it was part and parcel of the 
Reformation heritage of Protestants. 

The Westminster Confession of Faith (of which we will say 
more later), one of the great confessions of all times, has this to say 
about the Spirit and the Word: 

Our full persuasion and assurance of the infallible truth, divine 
authority thereof (i.e., of the Bible), is from the inward work of 
the Holy Spirit, bearing witness by and with the Word in our 
hearts (I:iv). 

John Calvin in his Institutes of the Christian Religion said this: 

The testimony of the Holy Spirit is superior to all reason...It is 
necessary therefore, that the same Spirit who spake by the 
mouths of the prophets, should penetrate into our hearts, to 
convince us that they faithfully delivered the oracles which were 
divinely entrusted to them...Let it be considered, then, as an un¬ 
deniable truth that they who have been inwardly taught by the 
Spirit, feel an entire acquiescence in the Scripture, and that it is 
self-authenticated, carrying with it its own evidence, and ought 
not to be made the subject of demonstration and arguments 
from reason; but it obtains the credit which it deserves with us 
by the testimony of the Spirit...(and) we submit our judgments 
and understandings as to a thing concerning which it is impossi¬ 
ble for us to judge... because we feel the firmest conviction that 
we hold an invincible truth. 

Now we must examine the implications of this witness of the 
Holy Spirit, whose witness we acknowledge and accept with fervent 
gratitude. But this does not mean that we are left without any prob¬ 
lems. The chief problem which we face immediately is this: “Can the 
Holy Spirit witness to some that the Bible is inerrant, and to others 
that the Bible is errant in some of its parts?” The answer is so ob¬ 
vious that it hardly needs to be stated. Of course, the Holy Spirit 
cannot witness, speaking anthropomorphically, out of both sides of 
the divine mouth at the same time. The Holy Spirit is truth, and can¬ 
not lie. Therefore, the Holy Spirit cannot witness to opposite propo¬ 
sitions. Somebody must be wrong. Who is wrong and how can we 
tell? 

The strange aspect of this problem is that those who deny bibli¬ 
cal inerrancy do not openly say they have the witness of the Holy 
Spirit that the Bible is partly untrue, even if only in matters that do 
not relate to faith and practice. But if the witness of the Holy Spirit 
means anything, and if by His witness they accept some parts as true. 
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then it must be by His same witness that they acknowledge those 
things they think are not true. Let them come out boldly and say that 
the Spirit has witnessed to them that parts of the Bible are untrue. If 
they do this, then we will be able to deal with matters at the right 
point and from the proper perspective. Unless they are willing to say 
this, they have adopted an untenable position. They are then saying 
parts of the Bible are untrue because they have evidence outside of 
the Bible which causes them to make this decision. They pass human 
judgment on the Word of God. In that event, the Bible is subordi¬ 
nated to human authority, whereas the plain teaching of the Word of 
God is that it stands above and beyond all principalities and 
powers—including scholars. 

We cannot help but be deeply impressed that current emphases 
on the witness of the Holy Spirit lend themselves to a subjectivism 
that is closely akin to the modern existential mood. Subjectivism is 
dangerous, for its validity resides in the feelings of each individual. It 
becomes detached from an outside objective framework of reference 
against which feelings can be tested. The Bible is objectively there 
and objectively true, whether I feel like it or not. The Bible is still 
true, even when men do not have the witness of the Spirit or reject 
that witness. Therefore, we must impress upon our consciousness 
several facts that help us to guard against experiences that may be in¬ 
valid. The Westminster Confession of Faith, when it speaks about 
the witness of the Holy Spirit, provides safeguards against subjectiv¬ 
ism by emphasizing objective realities against which experience can 
be checked. The Confession says that the work of the Holy Spirit is 
to bear witness to our spirits “by and with the Word in our hearts.” 
There is, therefore, a coordinate witness—that of the Word of God 
written, and of the Holy Spirit. We should remember that whatever 
we know about the Holy Spirit in the first place we have learned 
from Scripture. It is Scripture that tells us who the Holy Spirit is and 
what work He performs. And one of His works is to bear witness to 
us that the Bible, from which we get our knowledge of Him and of 
the plan of salvation, is true. 

The Holy Spirit can only bear witness in accord with the Word 
of God. Therefore, the Holy Spirit cannot bear witness to us that the 
Bible has errors in it, when the Bible proclaims itself to be free from 
error. 

Two possible objections can be made at this point. Someone can 
say that the Bible itself teaches there are errors in Scripture. If that 
can be established then, of course, the issue is foreclosed. But no one 
has ever yet shown that the Bible so teaches this. The second objec¬ 
tion can be raised that perhaps the Bible does not teach one way or 
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the other about its inerrancy. But as we have said previously, even 
those who dislike full inerrancy do admit that at least the Bible does 
teach and make a claim for inerrancy about matters of faith and 
practice. But since the Scripture they use to support this claim plainly 
includes ALL of Scripture, and does not limit itself to a PART of 
Scripture, they have lost their case. But even if the Scripture did not 
make a claim for plenary inerrancy, the burden of proof from Scrip¬ 
ture—and not from something alien brought to bear on Scripture— 
would be required to show that a Bible with error can be logically de¬ 
duced from the phenomena of Scripture. This cannot be done, so 
that the claim to inerrancy is secure. 

Scripture also teaches us that we are to try every spirit. And this 
all-embracing command cannot exclude trying the Holy Spirit, to be 
sure that we are not listening to a demon rather than the Spirit of 
God. How can we test the spirits? Obviously, it must be done by re¬ 
ferring to something outside of us. And what is it that we have out¬ 
side of us to which we can go, and by which we can test the spirits? 
Plainly, it is to the written Word of God. So we come full circle once 
more to Scripture, which is the rod or rule by which all the opinions 
and the experiences of men can be tested. 

At the Bureau of Standards, the United States Government 
maintains the official weights and measures standards for the nation 
under controlled conditions. There the government has yardsticks, 
pounds, and fractions thereof. All weights and measures are tested 
against the unvarying standards which have been set up there. And 
that is why the scales in our supermarkets bear seals to show they 
have been tested against the standards, to make certain that we are 
not short-weighted when we buy our fruits and vegetables, or meats. 
In a way far beyond anything so incidental as this, God has ordained 
that His Word shall be the official standard against which everything 
pertaining to the Christian faith, and anything about which God has 
chosen to speak, may be tested. 

The Spirit witnesses to our spirits. This we claim to be true. But 
He witnesses to our spirits in and through the Word of God. And 
that which the Spirit witnesses to, says John Calvin, is the Word of 
God written, to which we submit ourselves in entire acquiescence for 
“it obtains the credit which it deserves with us by the testimony of 
the Spirit.” 

The Witness of Jesus 

The second reason why we believe that the Bible is true in all of 
its parts is that Jesus Christ Himself taught this in the Scriptures. 
Along with the Holy Spirit, He is a supreme witness for this claim. 
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Jesus Christ is the author of our salvation. He is the Son of God to 
whom we come for salvation. He is the Lord of our lives. And Lord- 
ship means that we believe Him and all that He said and taught. We 
accept whatever He said as being true, for He could not lie. Our atti¬ 
tude toward the Bible should be the attitude of the Lord Jesus. If it is 
anything less than that, we have a defective Christology and we have 
reduced Jesus Christ to something less than God when we adopt 
views that are at variance with His teaching. 

A quick look at some of the Scriptures in which the words of 
Jesus concerning biblical inerrancy appear should help us see what 
the Master thought and taught. In John 10:35, Jesus said “scripture 
cannot be broken.” Clearly, He was talking about the Old Testa¬ 
ment and was placing His imprimatur on it. Matthew Henry says in 
his commentary, “We are sure that the Scripture cannot be broken, 
or broken in upon, or found fault with. Every word of God is right; 
the very style and language of Scripture are unexceptionable, and not 
to be corrected, Matt. 5:18” (Vol. V, p. 1040, Revell NY N.D.). 
Jesus was not talking about a limited part of the Old Testament. He 
was speaking about a specific statement in the Old Testament, but 
He based His belief in that verse on the fact that the totality of Scrip¬ 
ture cannot be broken. And if no part of Scripture can be broken, 
then the one verse to which He makes reference cannot be broken 
either. But if a single verse can be nullified there is no reason, in 
principle, why others cannot also be set aside. 

The frequent and unvarying testimony of Jesus in the Gospels 
certifies the fact that He trusted the Bible in all of its parts. In 
John 5:39, Jesus is speaking about the witness of the Father to Him¬ 
self. He turns the attention of His listeners to a fact that they agreed 
with and with which He was in agreement also. He said, “Ye search 
the scriptures, because you think that in them you have eternal life.” 
If He Himself did not agree with this proposition, He certainly 
would have shown them the error of their ways and pointed them in 
the direction of the true truth outside of the Old Testament. Instead, 
He adds these words which certify His own convictions about the 
Old Testament, “It is they that bear witness to me.” And later He 
concludes, “If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for he 
wrote of me. But if you do not believe his writings, how will you be¬ 
lieve my words?” (5:46f.). Here Jesus bases the truth of His own 
words on the truth of Moses’ words! 

In the high priestly prayer of Jesus in John 17, He intercedes 
with the Father for His own disciples. His petition is, “Sanctify them 
in the truth” (vs. 17). That is, Jesus wants them to have the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth. And He adds these words. 
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“Thy word is truth.” What words can He be speaking of if not the 
words of the Scriptures, i.e., of the Old Testament? There is no hint 
of a Scripture that is partly true and partly false. No word of reserva¬ 
tion. Rather, there is the identification of the Scripture of the Old 
Testament as the Word of God. And it is truth. 

In a rather casual incident, the words of a bystander are turned 
in the direction of the Word of God written. A woman in a crowd 
“raised her voice and said to him, ‘Blessed is the womb that bore 
you, and the breasts that you sucked’ ” (Luke 11:28). Jesus immedi¬ 
ately used these words to make an important point. He said, 
“Blessed rather are those who hear the word of God and keep it” 
(vs. 28). There would be no point in urging people to hear the Word 
of God, if the Word they heard was not true. It would be less com¬ 
pelling for them to keep the Word of God unless it was true. Another 
instance coincides with this one. Subsequent to His resurrection, 
Jesus is instructing His disciples. Luke records this fact, “Then he 
opened their minds to understand the scriptures” (Luke 24:45). And 
He did so not to depreciate them but to show how they were accurate 
and truthful witnesses to Him and to His mission. 

In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus spoke some of His strongest 
words about the eternity of the Old Testament and His own relation¬ 
ship to the Word of God written. He said, “Think not that I have 
come to abolish the law and the prophets; I have not come to abolish 
them but to fulfill them” (Matthew 5:17). In this statement, Jesus 
was talking about the totality of the Old Testament which comprised 
the law and the prophets. The King James version reads, “Think not 
that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets; I am not come to 
destroy, but to fulfill.” The verb “destroy” or “abolish” means to 
“loosen down” as of a house or tent (see 2 Cor. 5:1). “Fulfill,” says 
A.T. Robertson, “is to fill full. This Jesus did to the ceremonial law 
which pointed to Him and the moral law He kept.” Not only is Jesus 
not about to destroy or abolish the law and the prophets, He is not 
even going to loosen them. So great is the point He made that Jesus 
goes on to assert, “For truly (the word truly is “amen” in the 
Greek), I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not 
a dot, will pass from the law until all is accomplished” (Matt. 5:18). 
A.T. Robertson in his Word Pictures in the New Testament says this: 
One jot or one tittle (iota hen e mia kerea). “Not an iota, not 
a comma” (Moffatt), “not the smallest letter, not a particle” 
(Weymouth). The iota is the smallest Greek vowel, which 
Matthew here uses to represent the Hebrew yod (jot), the 
smallest Hebrew letter. “Tittle” is from the Latin titulus 
which came to mean the stroke above an abbreviated word, 
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then any small mark. It is not certain here whether kerea 
means a little horn, the mere point which distinguishes some 
Hebrew letters from others or the “hook” letter Vav. Some¬ 
times yod and vav were hardly distinguishable. “In Vay. R. 19 
the guilt of altering one of them is pronounced so great that if 
it were done the world would be destroyed” (McNeile). 
(Broadman: Nashville, 1930, Vol. I, p. 43.) 

One is hard put to go beyond what Jesus says here. And what He 
says should be sufficient to guide us into His viewpoint and under¬ 
standing of the sanctity, truth, and eternality of the Word of God 
written. 

What we have said about Jesus regarding the Old Testament, we 
must now say about the New Testament which was not yet written 
when Jesus spoke on earth. In John 16:13, Jesus pre-authenticated 
the New Testament. He said, “When the Spirit of truth comes, he 
will guide you into all the truth; for he will not speak of his own 
authority, but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will declare to 
you the things that are to come.” Matthew Henry says about this: 
He will take care that they (the disciples) do not miss their 
way: He will guide you; as the camp of Israel was guided 
through the wilderness by the pillar of cloud and fire. The 
Spirit guided their tongues in speaking, and their pens in 
writing to secure them from mistakes. 

(He shall guide them) into nothing but the truth. All that he 
shall guide you into shall be truth (1 John 2:27); the anointing 
is truth. 

Men’s word and spirit often disagree, but the eternal Word 
and eternal Spirit never do. (Ibid., p. 1139) 

The words of Jesus pre-authenticating the New Testament 
Scriptures tell us that there was to be further revelation, and the fact 
that Jesus said it was the Holy Spirit who would call all things to 
their remembrance concerning Him is supportive of the biblical 
claims that indeed the Holy Spirit moved the apostles to write the 
Books of the New Testament. The Church councils did not decide 
what was, and was not, inspired by the Holy Spirit. All they did was 
to acknowledge what was apparent to the churches, and had been ac¬ 
cepted by the churches in the early church period. Multitudes of 
early church writings were never regarded by the congregations as 
coming from God the Holy Spirit. But that which was received, 
used, and accepted from the beginning was recognized by the Church 
councils to be the Word of God written and canonical. 

John Warwick Montgomery, a brilliant evangelical scholar, said 
this with regard to Jesus and Scripture: 



WHY WE BELIEVE THE BIBLE IS TRUE 


39 


Christ’s attitude toward the Old Testament was one of total 
trust; nowhere, in no particular, and on no subject did he 
place Scripture under criticism. Never did he distinguish truth 
“in faith and practice” from veracity in historical and secular 
matters, and he told the Evil Foe in no uncertain terms that 
man lives “by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of 
God” (Matt. 4:4, quoting Deut. 8:3). To his apostles, under 
whose scrutiny the New Testament would be written, he 
promised his Holy Spirit, who “shall bring all things to your 
remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you” (John 14:26, 
cf. 2 Peter 3:15,16). 

Inerrancy? Yes. Induction? The way out of the fly bottle? 
Approaching the Scripture always and everywhere as did the 
Lord Christ. 

From the data about the view of Jesus, we can come to some 
fair conclusions about His beliefs and His teaching. If Jesus taught 
biblical inerrancy, either He knew inerrancy to be true, or He knew it 
to be false but catered to the ignorance of His hearers. Or, He was 
limited and held to something that was not true, but He did not 
know it. Whichever way anyone goes with regard to his Christology, 
certain conclusions follow inevitably. For example, if Jesus knew 
that the Scripture is not inerrant and yet taught that it is, He was 
guilty of deception. Thus He was a sinner rather than a sinless being. 
If He was a man of His times and in ignorance thought inerrancy to 
be true, then He was in no sense omniscient and this leads to a 
strange Christology. The third alternative is the only one that holds 
water. Christ taught that Scripture is inerrant because He knew it to 
be so. This is the only view that fits the New Testament evidences 
about the person of Jesus. 

The Witness of the Prophets 

In addition to the witness of the Holy Spirit and Jesus that the 
Bible is trustworthy, we have the witness of the prophets and the 
apostles. We come now to that witness of the prophets, and after 
that the witness of the apostles. 

In Hebrews 1, the Scripture says, “In the past God spoke to our 
forefathers through the prophets.” They were God’s mouthpieces; 
they were the instruments through which He did speak to Israel, and 
to us today. Again we must note that it is God speaking through 
them; not they speaking through God. It was not a two-way street; 
revelation went from God to the prophets, and through the prophets 
to us. They professed to be proclaiming what God said. 
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More than two thousand times in one form or another the 
phrase, “Thus saith the Lord” appears in the Old Testament. This 
can be illustrated frequently from Scripture. For example, in Isaiah 8, 
the prophet Isaiah says in verse 1, “The Lord said unto me,” and he 
quotes what God said. In verse 5 he records, “The Lord spake also 
unto me again, saying,” and he quotes what God said. In verse 11 he 
writes, “For the Lord spake thus to me with a strong hand, and in¬ 
structed me that I should not walk in the way of this people, saying,” 
and he proceeds to give us the very words of God. 

In 2 Samuel 23, the chapter starts with these words, “Now these 
be the last words of David.” But then it goes on to tell us where 
David got his words, “The Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and his 
word was in my tongue. The God of Israel spake to me, He that 
ruleth over men must be just, ruling in the fear of God.” 

In Jeremiah 46 it says, “The word of the Lord which came to 
Jeremiah the prophet against the Gentiles.” In chapter 47, “The 
word of the Lord that came to Jeremiah the prophet against the 
Philistines.” In chapter 48, “Against Moab thus saith the Lord of 
hosts, the God of Israel.” In chapter 49, “Concerning the Am¬ 
monites, thus saith the Lord.” This can be shown to be true through¬ 
out Jeremiah’s prophecy. 

A large part of the book of Isaiah professes to be words given to 
Isaiah by God, which words he spoke to Israel. In chapter 45, for 
example, in verse 1, “Thus saith the Lord to his anointed, to 
Cyrus,” and God speaks. In verse 11, “Thus saith the Lord, the 
Holy One of Israel.” In verse 14, “Thus saith the Lord.” In verse 
18, “For thus saith the Lord.” In chapter 49 God says, “I” will do 
this and that, over and over again. The same use of “I” for God who 
speaks appears throughout chapter 65. And so it goes, on and on. 

The same thing can be said about the prophecy of Ezekiel, “The 
Lord said to me,” “Thus saith the Lord,” “He brought me forth,” 
“He brought me to the gate,” “The word of the Lord came to me 
saying.” Chapters twelve through eighteen all commence with some¬ 
thing like this, “The word of the Lord came to me, saying.” The 
prophecy of Hosea is also punctuated with words directly attributed 
to Jehovah in conversation with a gainsaying people, “Hear ye this, 
O priests,” “When 1 would have healed Israel,” “Rejoice not, O 
Israel, for joy, as other people,” “Ephraim feedeth on wind,” and 
in the concluding chapter God says, “I will heal their backsliding, I 
will love them freely.” 

Nowhere in the Old Testament is there any hint that what is 
written therein is other than the pure Word of God. Surely it can be 
summed up in the word from the psalmist who cries out, “For ever, 
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O Lord, thy word is settled in heaven” (Psalm 119:89). Change and 
decay are all around us to be sure. But there are some things that do 
not change. One of them is the Word of God. What the prophets 
said, the apostles also said. Their testimony enlarges and expands on 
the witness of the prophets. 

The Witness of the Apostles 

The witness of the apostles to the truth of Scripture is perhaps 
even stronger than that of the prophets of the Old Testament. This 
statement needs a bit of clarification. We believe in progressive reve¬ 
lation. By this we mean that God did not unfold everything He 
wanted men to have in the book of Genesis, or in all of the Old Tes¬ 
tament. For example, the doctrine of the Church is not found in any 
fullness in the Old Testament. When we come to the New Testament, 
we learn many things unknown to the writers of the Old Testament. 
Moreover, the New Testament book, Hebrews, speaks of some 
things that—Jesus having come—we no longer need to do. The 
Levitical sacrificial system involving the shedding of animal blood 
has been fulfilled in Jesus Christ; they are now abolished. There is, 
therefore, no more need to offer animal blood for the forgiveness of 
sins. That which had to be repeated year after year has been done 
once for all in Jesus Christ. Likewise, we have been given more 
knowledge concerning the Word of God written in the New Testa¬ 
ment where the doctrines of inspiration, revelation, and infallibility 
or inerrancy are spelled out in greater detail. What is the witness of 
the New Testament to biblical truthfulness? 

In Romans 15:4 the apostle Paul says, “For whatever was writ¬ 
ten in former days was written for our instruction, that by steadfast¬ 
ness and by the encouragement of the scriptures we might have 
hope.” Paul is here teaching something about all of the former writ¬ 
ings. He says they were all written for our instruction. He excludes 
nothing from the statement and includes everything. He makes no 
distinction between false and true Scriptures. All of the writings are 
herein thought to be true. Moreover, Paul uses the same word for 
Scripture (graphe) which he uses in connection with the next state¬ 
ment of his that we must tackle. 

Second Timothy 3:16 is undoubtedly one of the clearest, most 
explicit statements about biblical trustworthiness to be found in all 
of the Bible from the theological perspective. Here Paul says, ‘‘All 
scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, 
for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of 
God may be complete, equipped for every good work.” While we 
will be referring to John Calvin later on and quoting from his works 
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when he speaks of Scripture, it will help for us to consider what he 
says about 2 Timothy 3:16 at this point: 

All Scripture; or, the whole of Scripture-, though it makes little 
difference as to the meaning. He follows out that commenda¬ 
tion which he had glanced at briefly. First, he commends the 
Scripture on account of its authority; and secondly, on account 
of the utility which springs from it. In order to uphold the 
authority of the Scripture, he declares that it is divinely inspired; 
for, if it be so, it is beyond all controversy that men ought to re¬ 
ceive it with reverence. This is a principle which distinguishes 
our religion from all others, that we know that God hath spoken 
to us, and are fully convinced that the prophets did not speak at 
their own suggestion but that, being organs of the Holy Spirit, 
they only uttered what they had been commissioned from 
heaven to declare. Whoever then wishes to profit in the Scrip¬ 
tures, let him, first of all, lay down this as a settled point, that 
the Law and the Prophets are not a doctrine delivered according 
to the will and pleasure of men, but dictated by the Holy Spirit. 
If it be objected, “How’ can this be known?” I answer, both to 
disciples and to teachers, God is made known to be the author 
of it by the revelation of the same Spirit. Moses and the prophets 
did not utter at random what we have received from their hand, 
but, speaking at the suggestion of God, they boldly and fearless¬ 
ly testified, what was actually true, that it was the mouth of the 
Lord that spake. The same Spirit, therefore, who made Moses 
and the prophets certain of their calling, now also testifies to 
our hearts, that he has employed them as his servants to instruct 
us. Accordingly, we need not wonder if there are many who 
doubt as to the Author of the Scripture; for, although the maj¬ 
esty of God is displayed in it, yet none but those who have been 
enlightened by the Holy Spirit have eyes to perceive what ought, 
indeed, to have been visible to all, and yet is visible to the elect 
alone. This is the first clause, that we owe to the Scripture the 
same reverence which we owe to God: because it has proceeded 
from him alone, and has nothing belonging to man mixed with it. 
It would be a difficult feat to show that Paul’s teaching about 
the infallibility of Scripture in this passage allows for an interpreta¬ 
tion broad enough to include errors in matters other than faith and 
practice. It would be far more ethical for those who do not believe in 
biblical inerrancy merely to state that they disagree with Paul than to 
say that Paul did not teach inerrancy. 

Matthew Henry, the great Bible commentator, died before he 
finished the New Testament. From Romans onward, other writers 
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filled the gap. Benjamin Andrews Atkinson wrote First and Second 
Timothy. It is obvious that some of what he said came from the 
Westminster Confession of Faith. He uses the word “Scripture,” 
not “Scriptures,” and employs the pronoun “it” when referring to 
Scripture, not the pronoun “they.” This is important because he 
speaks of the Scripture, that is the Bible in all of its parts, as being 
infallibly true. Here is an excerpt from what he says: 

The scriptures we are to know are the holy scriptures; they come 
from the holy God, were delivered by holy men, contain holy 
precepts, treat of holy things, and were designed to make us 
holy and to lead us in the way of holiness to happiness; being 
called the holy scriptures, they are by this distinguished from 
profane writings of all sorts, and from those that only treat of 
morality, and common justice and honesty, but do not meddle 
with holiness. If we would know the holy scriptures, we must 
read and search them daily, as the noble Bereans did, Acts 17:11. 
They must not lie by us neglected, and seldom or never looked 
into. Now here observe, (1) What is the excellency of the scrip¬ 
ture. It is given by inspiration of God (2 Timothy 3:16), and 
therefore is his word. It is a divine revelation, which we may de¬ 
pend upon as infallibly true. The same Spirit that breathed rea¬ 
son into us breathes revelation among us: For the Prophecy 
came not in old time by the will of man, but holy men spoke as 
they were moved or carried forth by the Holy Ghost, 2 Peter 1:21. 
The prophets and apostles did not speak from themselves, but 
what they received of the Lord that they delivered unto us. That 
the scripture was given by inspiration of God appears from the 
majesty of its style,--from the truth, purity, and sublimity, of 
the doctrines contained in it,--from the harmony of its several 
parts,~from its power and efficacy on the minds of multitudes 
that converse with it,--from the accomplishment of many 
prophecies relating to things beyond all human foresight,-and 
from the uncontrollable miracles that were wrought in proof of 
its divine original: God also bearing them witness, both with 
signs and wonders, and with divers miracles and gifts of the 
Holy Ghost, according to his own will, Hebrews 2:4. 

If the apostle Paul was not writing Scripture, then he surely was 
guilty of a most high-handed procedure when he made one particular 
statement to the believers in Thessalonica. He identified the word he 
spoke as the Word of God. He said, “And we also thank God con¬ 
stantly for this, that when you received the word of God which you 
heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it 
really is, the word of God, which is at work in you believers” 
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(1 Thessalonians 2:13). Paul says there are the words of men, and 
there is the Word of God. His words indeed are the Word of God be¬ 
cause they are more than his words. They have their origin in God 
himsef, who is the author of the divine Word through the human in¬ 
strumentality. 

In 1 Corinthians, Paul claimed to be speaking the wisdom of 
God. He says that what he spoke had been revealed by the Holy 
Spirit. And those things had been freely given to him by God, the 
Holy Spirit being the divine teacher (1 Corinthians 2:11-13). But we 
must also recall the negative aspect of the Pauline witness. It is the 
total absence of anything that can be construed as denying the truth¬ 
fulness of the Word of God that should impress us. Would he not 
have told us what qualifications he placed on Scripture, if he had 
any? He did not, because he placed no qualifications and believed 
the Bible in all of its parts to be true. 

The apostle Peter tells us something special about how the Bible 
was written. He observes that “holy men of God spake as they were 
moved by the Holy Spirit.” The writers were men of God. They did 
this as they were moved by the Spirit. They did not speak if they were 
not so moved. In other words, no part of Scripture came from the 
lips or the pens of men in or of themselves. It came only when they 
were moved by the Spirit. This separates the Word of God written 
from all other words penned by men which do not participate or 
share in this divine process. 

No one can read any part of the New Testament without being 
impressed by the fact that the writers convey the sense of divine 
authority, manifest the badge of truthfulness, and give no impres¬ 
sion whatever that what they wrote, or what the other apostles 
wrote, should or could be doubted by the reader. And no writer gives 
the impression that what he writes is not to be taken as though it 
came from the very lips of God Himself. 

Does the case of biblical truthfulness stop with the witness of 
the Holy Spirit, Jesus, the prophets, and the apostles? By no means. 
There are other evidences that strengthen the viewpoint. Fulfilled 
prophecy is next in the order of demonstration. 

The Witness of Fulfilled Prophecy 

Prophecy is one of the major strands of biblical revelation. By 
prophecy, we usually mean one of two things: the first has to do with 
the exposition of what the Bible teaches; the other has to do with 
foretelling what will happen in the future. The latter is the kind of 
prophecy we have in mind here. The Bible is full of predictive proph¬ 
ecy in which events are spoken of decades or centuries before they 
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actually happened. Obviously, predictive prophecy implies the 
supernatural and defies human explanation. But such prophecy does 
demonstrate the divine nature of Scripture. It is difficult to limit 
oneself to illustrations having to do with predictive prophecy, be¬ 
cause there are so many available. Now we need to concentrate on 
one strand of this formidable web, to demonstrate the point we are 
making with some of the prophecies concerning Jesus Christ. 

Genesis 3:15 refers to the cosmic struggle between God and 
Satan. The serpent is said to bruise the heel of the redeemer and the 
redeemer will break the serpent’s head. This is a direct reference to 
Jesus the Messiah. Of this Messiah, the Scripture says that He will 
come from Abraham’s loins. More specifically, He will come from 
the tribe of Judah-and none other. Of this tribe, He will come from 
David’s loins. Anyone who did not fulfill these requirements could 
not be the Messiah. 

Jesus was to be born in Bethlehem, according to Micah 5:2. He 
had to come in the fullness of time according to the prophecy of 
Daniel 11. This was the reason why Herod slaughtered all of the male 
children in Bethlehem under two years of age. No one bom today 
could be the Messiah. No one born a thousand years ago could have 
been the Messiah. Only one born within the time scheme of Daniel 11 
could be God’s anointed. This Messiah was to be called a Nazarene 
(Matthew 2:23) and “out of Egypt have I called my son” (Matt. 
2:13-15 and Hosea 11:1). 

The Messiah was to live a sinless life, speak matchless words, die 
for the sins of mankind, and rise again from the dead. He was to cry 
out on the cross of Calvary, “My God, my God, why hast thou for¬ 
saken me?”, “I thirst,” and voluntarily give up His own life, for no 
man could take it from him. He was to be buried in a borrowed 
tomb, leave behind an outer garment that soldiers would fight over, 
be despised and rejected of men, and a man of sorrows. 

This Man of whom the Scriptures said should be born of the 
Virgin Mary, suffer under Pontius Pilate, and die an ignominious 
death, was the only man in history who fulfilled all of the things 
prophesied centuries in advance of His coming. But there was one 
prophecy He did not fulfill. The reason for that is simple. It is still 
future. The Messiah is to come again in power and great glory, at the 
end of the present age. If He fulfilled all the other prophecies written 
concerning Him, we can be sure He will fulfill that last prophecy. He 
will come again! 

In addition to fulfilled prophecy, two other witnesses to the 
truth of Scripture can be adduced. One is archaeology and the other 
the pragmatic test. 
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The Witness of Archaeology 

Modern biblical critics have always been sceptical of the histori¬ 
cal accounts given in the early books of the Old Testament. As a con¬ 
sequence, numerous scholars have said the Old Testament is a 
“patchwork of popular folk tales and legends.” They have said 
that the statements in the Old Testament cannot be considered as his¬ 
torical, or verifiable. It is here that archaeology has made a dramatic 
contribution, by way of confirming the amazing accuracy of the 
Word of God. 

We must be careful not to overstretch outselves and pretend that 
archaeology has done more than it actually has. Hundreds of archae¬ 
ological sites have never been uncovered, and what has been accom¬ 
plished by the spade of the archaeologist is only a small segment of 
what yet remains to be done. But there is sufficient evidence which 
has come from the work of the archaeologists to reinforce the Chris¬ 
tian conviction that the Bible is an historical book, whose statements 
can be trusted. 

Some years ago, the critics looked on the Old Testament ac¬ 
counts of the patriarchs-Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob-with consider¬ 
able scepticism. Professor S.R. Driver thought they were personifi¬ 
cations of tribes. Others regarded them as “reflections of astral 
deities.” Some thought of them as “figures of folk poetry.” Today, 
excavations from such places as Mari and Nuzi have shown that the 
biblical records are sound. 

In Joshua 11, the Scripture says that Joshua took Hazor and de¬ 
stroyed it by fire. Unambiguous evidence has been found. Excava¬ 
tions at Tigael Yadin at Hazor have proved conclusively how ac¬ 
curate the account is in the Book of Joshua. The population of the 
city was around 40,000. It had defense ramparts close to a hundred 
feet above a dry moat. It appeared to be impregnable, but Joshua 
took it and burned it. Edwin Yamauchi in his book, The Stones and 
the Scriptures, speaks of the four feet of “black and ash-filled earth, 
fallen brick now burned red, and charred and splintered debris.” He 
quotes James Kelso, a well-known archaeologist who commented: 
We have never seen indications of a more destructive conflagra¬ 
tion in any other Palestinian excavation, a fact which suggests 
extensive use of wood in Iron I contruction at Bethel. The cul¬ 
tural break between LB (Late Bronze) and Iron I was also more 
complete than in any other similar break at Bethel...We are 
compelled to identify it with the Israelite conquest (p. 56). 

The kind of evidence mentioned has been repeated again and 
again in other digs in and around Palestine. It has served to increase 
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the Christian’s confidence in the Word of God written. There is no 
need to go into great detail here, for many available books on the 
subject cover the matter extensively and with compelling force. But 
at least one incidental reference to the New Testament is in order, for 
the same thing has happened for it. 

Luke, the author of the third Gospel and the Acts of the 
Apostles, was an historian. Yet unbelieving commentators have as¬ 
saulted his accuracy. It occasioned the remark by Deissmann when 
he was speaking about Luke’s use of the Greek word kyrios. Critics 
questioned the correctness of Luke. But it was discovered that the 
word indeed had been applied to Nero (Acts 25:26). Deissman wrote, 
“The insignificant detail, questioned by various commentators, who 
seated at their writing tables of Tubingen or Berlin, vainly imagined 
that they knew the period better than St. Luke, now appears thor¬ 
oughly credible.” Professor Yamauchi remarks further about 
Luke’s “scrupulous accuracy in describing Paul’s appearances be¬ 
fore various Roman magistrates,” which prompted Sherwin-White 
to write, “The accounts of these trials in Acts are so technically cor¬ 
rect that Roman historians since Mommsen have often used them as 
the best illustration of Roman provincial jurisdiction in this particu¬ 
lar period” (Yamauchi, op. cit., pp. 120,121). 

Archaeology is no enemy of the Word of God. It has helped us 
verify numerous parts of the Old and New Testaments, and has 
thrown light on dark spots that formerly defied explanation. Its wit¬ 
ness to biblical truthfulness and accuracy in matters of detail—as 
well as in the larger canvas—provides outward, sensible, confirma¬ 
tory data that support our conviction that the Bible in all of its parts 
can be trusted. 

The Pragmatic Test 

One of the evidences for the validity of the Christian faith is the 
fact that it does what it claims to do. Any religion that makes large- 
scale claims and fails to live up to those claims must be considered 
unsatisfactory. Moreover, it is important that enough time elapse so 
that the results can be established on a stronger basis. Some things 
appear to work for a season but in the long pull they fade and fail. 
Christianity meets the pragmatic test in such a fashion that any disin¬ 
terested observer would have to be impressed with its record over 
two thousand years. 

God Himself in Scripture employed the pragmatic method, so 
that men would know they were not deceived or that they were 
falling for something that was untrue or illicit or fraudulent. Father 
Abraham was given outward confirming evidence that his faith in 
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the God who had spoken to him was not mistaken. He prepared an 
animal sacrifice and when it had been cut in two and darkness had 
come “a smoking fire pot and a flaming torch passed between these 
pieces.” And God spoke His word to Abraham in covenant promise. 

Jesus Himself willingly turned to the pragmatic to establish be¬ 
fore men the fact that He was what He claimed to be. He said He was 
the Son of God. And when this statement was questioned, Jesus re¬ 
plied to His critics, ‘‘Even though you do not believe me [that is, His 
words], believe the works, that you may know and understand that 
the Father is in me and I am in the Father” (John 10:38). The mira¬ 
cles performed by Jesus were outw-ard confirming signs, pragmatic 
evidence, that He was indeed the Redeemer. 

Everywhere, Scripture invites men to come to Jesus Christ with 
the promise that when they do they shall have evidences so convinc¬ 
ing that they will be satisfied. These evidences consist in two things. 
The first is the assurance wrought in their hearts that they have been 
justified before God. The second is the new birth, or regeneration, 
by which they actually become new creations in Christ Jesus. There 
is the changed life that proves to the person whose life is changed, 
and to those outside who see the transformed life, that what the 
Bible promises it delivers. 

For two thousand years, the Church of Jesus Christ has mani¬ 
fested before the eyes of an unbelieving world that Jesus Christ does 
make a difference. Because of Him, thousands of people have lived 
noble lives. Tens of thousands of people have willingly suffered 
martyrdom by burning, by torture, and by the axe. Children and 
grandchildren have followed the faith of their fathers and continued 
their witness. James Taylor in Taiwan is the great-great-grandson of 
J. Hudson Taylor, who founded the China Inland Mission, now 
known as the Overseas Missionary Fellowship. And his children are 
following in his, and in his forebears, steps. 

Jesus said, “Come unto me, and I will give you rest.” This has 
proved to be true in millions of lives, and is true today. Evangelistic 
crusades like those conducted by Billy Graham have brought to¬ 
gether masses of people around the world. And the continuing testi¬ 
mony of the masses who have assembled has been to the efficacy of 
the Christian faith. Multiplied thousands of people have found 
Christ as Savior in these crusades and have gone forth to lead lives of 
commitment to Jesus Christ. Local congregations of believers 
around the globe have gathered Sunday after Sunday to break the 
bread of the divine Presence, drink of the cup of His crucifixion, and 
then have sent forth from their midst missionaries who have sailed 
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the high seas and crossed the highest mountains to share their faith 
with those who have never heard. 

There is no Christian who is unable to testify that God answers 
prayer. There is today, as there has been through the ages, the wit¬ 
ness of broken bodies that have been healed, and scarred and dirty 
souls that have been cleansed. 

Doubters may spurn this sort of witness and discount the testi¬ 
mony of these millions of people who have found Jesus to be the an¬ 
swer to life’s great needs. The Christian answer to every sceptic and 
critic is this: Try it. You will be convinced, once you have entered 
into a relationship with Jesus, for it will show you pragmatically that 
He is no disappointment to those who venture forth in faith. 


We have spoken of some of the reasons why we believe the Bible 
is to be trusted in all of its parts. Would it not be peculiar if, be¬ 
lieving the Bible to be true, we found that no one through the centu¬ 
ries held to this viewpoint? We surely would want to know why we 
should then believe what no one had believed through the years. But 
it leads to a second question no less important, one that turns the is¬ 
sue in the opposite direction. If the Church through the ages believed 
the Bible to be altogether true, why, then, are there those today who 
assault a view held so long by the Church? So we must look at the 
witness of the Church and believers through the ages, with respect to 
their convictions about the Bible’s truthfulness. 

The Jewish View of the Old Testament 

The first place to start is not after Pentecost. Rather, we must 
ask what the Jews of Jesus’ day believed about the Old Testament 
Scripture. When we do this, we quickly discover that they held the 
highest view of it. This has been acknowledged even by modern liber¬ 
als who dissent from that view. The first series of these testimonies 
come from the pens of people who either were not Christians, or who 
have been known as liberal scholars. Yet the testimony of all is to the 
effect that the people of Jesus’ day held a very high view of the Old 
Testament. 
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Josephus 

Perhaps we should start with the famed Josephus, the ancient 
Jewish historian. George Duncan Barry, who composed a landmark 
book on the subject of inerrancy in the history of the Church, says 
that Josephus held a very high view of the Old Testament. He wrote, 
“In Josephus we are dealing...with an author who wrote more espe¬ 
cially for Gentile readers. The high estimate which Josephus formed 
of the Sacred Books coincides closely with that of Philo: his rever¬ 
ence for them is based on his belief that their authors wrote under the 
influence of the Divine Spirit.” “In speaking of Moses, Josephus 
describes him as a prophet in so exalted a sense that his words are to 
be regarded as the words of God Himself. Of Isaiah he says that he 
was a prophet confessedly divine, and unhesitatingly avers that all 
the prophecies of Isaiah and of the twelve Minor Prophets have been 
literally fulfilled; and thereby the Divine authority of the writers has 
been vindicated beyond all suspicion.” “The fullest statement of the 
views held by Josephus of the authority and inspiration of the Bible 
is to be found in a celebrated passage of his treatise, Contra 
Apionem ,...‘There is no discrepancy in the facts recorded.’...‘The 
prophets learnt their message “by reason of the inspiration they re¬ 
ceived from God” they compiled accurately the history' of their 
own time.” “It is impossible to conceive language which could as¬ 
sign a higher authority to the Bible than that which he used” (George 
Duncan Barry, THE INSPIRATION AND AUTHORITY OF 
HOLY SCRIPTURE, A STUDY IN THE LITERATURE OF THE 
FIRST FIVE CENTURIES [New York, Macmillan, 1919], pp. 19ff.). 

Rudolph Bultmann 

Professor Bultmann, assessed by many as one of the great New 
Testament scholars, and himself the father of modern demythologi¬ 
zation by which he nullified Scripture, had this to say: 

Jesus agreed always with the scribes of his time in accepting 
without question the authority of the (Old Testament) Law. 
When he was asked by the rich man, “What must I do to inherit 
eternal life,” he answered, “You know the commandments,” 
and he repeated the well-known Old Testament Decalogue... 
Jesus did not attack the Law but assumed its authority and in¬ 
terpreted it...And from this time (after Jesus’ day when Paul and 
others preached) came the well-known words, which Jesus 
surely cannot have said: “Do not suppose that I have come to 
destroy but to fulfill. I tell you truly, until heaven and earth 
vanish, no letter nor point can vanish from the Law until all is 


52 


GOD’S INCOMPARABLE WORD 


fulfilled. Whoever erases one of the smallest commandments 
and so teaches others shall be called least in the Kingdom of 
Heaven. But whoever keeps it and teaches it shall be called great 
in the Kingdom of Heaven (Matthew 5:17-19)” (Jesus and the 
Word [New York: Scribner’s 1934], p. 61). 

Several points in this statement are noteworthy. Bultmann says 
the belief of the scribes in Jesus’ day was exactly the same as the view 
of Jesus. And while he does not think that Jesus really spoke some of 
the w'ords attributed to Him, yet he acknowledged that the w'ords in¬ 
dicate the highest possible view of the trustworthiness of the Bible. 

Professor F.C. Grant 

Union Theological Seminary (New York) professor F.C. Grant 
has left us an excellent testimony that the writers of the New Testa¬ 
ment, most of them Jews of Jesus’ day, believed as Jesus did in the 
infallibility of the Old Testament. He penned these words: 

The passage quoted from Second Timothy is the most explicit 
statement of the doctrine of biblical inspiration to be found in 
the New Testament. But its view of inspiration is not more ad¬ 
vanced than that of any other part of the volume, as an exami¬ 
nation of the passages cited in a concordance (s.v. “scripture” 
and “written”) will show. Everywhere it is taken for granted 
that w'hat is written in Scripture is the work of divine inspira¬ 
tion, and is therefore trustworthy, infallible, and inerrant. The 
Scripture must be “fulfilled” (Luke 22:37). What was written 
there was “written for our instruction” (Romans 15:4; 1 Corin¬ 
thians 10:11). What is described or related in the Old Testament 
is unquestionably true. No New Testament writer would dream 
of questioning a statement contained in the Old Testament, 
though the exact manner or mode of its inspiration is nowhere 
explicitly stated (An Introduction to New Testament Thought 
[New York: Abingdon Cokesbury, 1950], p. 75). 

Professor Grant, when he wrote these words, was in no way af¬ 
firming personal belief in biblical infallibility. But he did affirm that 
it was taught and believed by Jesus, and the writers of the New Tes¬ 
tament. Dr. Grant was certainly honest in that he nowhere suggests 
that the writers of the New Testament did not believe in the total 
trustworthiness of the Old Testament. 

Professors Cadbury, Harnack, and Knox 

Dr. Kenneth Kantzer, dean of the Trinity Evangelical Divinity 
School and himself a Ph.D from Harvard and an evangelical, made 
an observation about three well-known scholars who denied biblical 
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infallibility but who, at the same time, admitted that the view they 
denied was the view taught and believed by the Jews, Jesus, and the 
Apostles: 

H.J. Cadbury, Harvard professor and one of the more extreme 
New Testament critics of the last generation, once declared that 
he was far more sure as a mere historical fact that Jesus held to 
the common Jewish view of an infallible Bible than that Jesus 
believed in His own messiahship. Adolph Harnack, greatest 
church historian of modern times, insists that Christ was one 
with His apostles, the Jews, and the entire early Church, in 
complete commitment to the infallible authority of the Bible. 
John Knox, author of what is perhaps the most highly regarded 
recent life of Christ, states that there can be no question that 
this view of the Bible was taught by our Lord himself (Harold 
Lindsell, ed., The Church’s Worldwide Mission [Waco: Word, 
1966], p. 31). 

The Early Church Fathers 

George Duncan Barry, himself no believer in inerrancy, said this 
of the early church fathers: 

The fact that for fifteen centuries no attempt was made to 
formulate a definition of the doctrine of inspiration of the 
Bible, testifies to the universal belief of the Church that the 
Scriptures were the handiwork of the Holy Ghost...It was, to 
our modern judgment, a mechanical and erroneous view of in¬ 
spiration that was accepted and taught by the Church of the first 
centuries, seeing that it ruled out all possibility of error in mat¬ 
ters either of history or of doctrine. Men expressed their belief 
in the inspiration and authority of the Bible in language which 
startles us by its strange want of reserve. The Scriptures were re¬ 
garded as writings of the Holy Spirit, no room at all being left 
for the play of the human agent in the Divine Hands. The 
writers were used by Him as a workman uses his tools; in a 
word, the Books, the actual words, rather than the writers, were 
inspired (Barry, op. cit., p. 10). 

Barry’s statement is helpful for several reasons. First, he shows 
that the early church fathers did believe in an inerrant Bible. And the 
absence of any evidence to show that there were important fathers 
who held to an errant Scripture makes the case foolproof. Second, 
his witness is helpful because he himself does not hold the view that 
he says the church fathers held. The testimony of the opposition is, 
in some ways, even more important than the testimony of those who 
favor inerrancy. Third, he indicates that the view of the early fathers 
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about the divine activity in inscripturation was so high that one is left 
with the distinct impression that the “words, rather than the writers, 
were inspired.” This means that the early fathers believed in verbal 
inspiration and some of them, perhaps, even in dictation. There may 
have been differences of opinion about how the Bible was given, but 
there was no difference of opinion that once it was given the product 
was wholly without error from beginning to end. 

Augustine 

For the sake of brevity, we need not quote the numerous refer¬ 
ences from the church fathers to demonstrate what scholars have had 
toadmit-that they taught the doctrine of biblical infallibility. But it 
will help us if mention is made of one of the truly great fathers of the 
Church, Augustine. He is of more than passing interest, because of 
the tremendous influence his writings had on John Calvin. In THE 
INSTITUTES OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION, Calvin quotes 
more from Augustine than from any other writer apart from the 
Bible itself. Augustine’s attitude and understanding of biblical iner¬ 
rancy is significant. “The Faith will totter if the authority of the 
Holy Scriptures loses its hold on men. We must surrender ourselves 
to the authority of Holy Scripture, for it can neither mislead nor be 
misled.” “The question,” says Barry, “ ‘Why Christ Himself did 
not write any Book’ is answered by Augustine in these remarkable 
words. ‘His members gave out the knowledge which they had re¬ 
ceived through the dictation of the Head ; whatever He willed us to 
read concerning His own words and acts, He bade them write, as 
though they were His own very words. More unguardedly still, 
Augustine teaches that we see in the Gospels the very Hand of the 
Lord which He wore in His own Body...There are no contradictions 
of each other’s writings in the Books of the Four Evangelists. ‘We 
must demonstrate that the Four Sacred writers are not at variance 
with each other. For our opponents...frequently maintain that dis¬ 
crepancies are found in the Evangelists’...Freely do I admit to you, 
my friend, that I have learnt to ascribe to those Books which are of 
Canonical rank, and only to them, such reverence and honour, that I 
firmly believe that no single error due to the author is found in any 
one of them. And when I am confronted in these Books with any¬ 
thing that seems to be at variance with truth, I do not hesitate to put 
it down either to the use of an incorrect text, or to the failure of a 
commentator rightly to explain the words, or to my own mistaken 
understanding of the passage” (Barry, op. cit., pp. 140ff). 

Augustine went further than a simple belief in an inerrant Bible. 
He argued strongly about the consequences of undermining that 
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viewpoint. In one of his letters to Jerome, he said that once you ad¬ 
mit a single error in the Bible you open the door to a floodtide of un¬ 
belief. “For it seems to me that most disastrous consequences must 
follow upon our believing that anything false is found in the sacred 
books: that is to say, that the men by whom the Scripture has been 
given to us, and committed to writing, did put down in these books 
anything false. It is one question whether it may be at any time the 
duty of a good man to deceive; but it is another question whether it 
can have been the duty of a writer of Holy Scripture to deceive: nay, 
it is not another question-it is no question at all. For if you once ad¬ 
mit into such a high sanctuary of authority one false statement as 
made in the way of duty, there will not be left a single sentence of 
those books which, if appearing to any one difficult in practice or 
hard to believe, may not by the same fatal rule be explained away, as 
a statement in which, intentionally, and under a sense of duty, the 
author declared what was not true... 

“For my part, I would devote all the strength which the Lord 
grants me, to show that every one of those texts which are wont to be 
quoted in defence of the expediency of falsehood ought to be other¬ 
wise understood, in order than everywhere the sure truth of these 
passages themselves may be consistently maintained. For as state¬ 
ments adduced in evidence must not be false, neither ought they to 
favour falsehood. This, however, I leave to your own judgment. 
For if you apply more thorough attention to the passage, perhaps 
you will see it much more readily than I have done. To this more 
careful study that piety will move you, by which you discern that the 
authority of the divine Scriptures becomes unsettled (so that every 
one may believe what he wishes, and reject what he does not wish) if 
this be once admitted, that the men by whom these things have been 
delivered unto us, could in their writings state some things which 
were not true, from considerations of duty; unless, perchance, you 
propose to furnish us with certain rules by which we may know when 
a falsehood might or might not become a duty. If this can be done, I 
beg you to set forth these rules with reasonings which may be neither 
equivocal nor precarious” ( A Select Library of the Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, First Series, Vol. I, 
[New York: The Christian Literature Company, 1892], pp. 252,253). 

The Catholic Church 

In the early history of the Christian Church, tensions arose be¬ 
tween the eastern and western branches that finally led to schism. 
The eastern establishment was centered in Constantinople; the 
western or Latin establishment had Rome for its center. The church 
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of Rome became the ascendant branch of the formerly united 
church, and its history has been part and parcel of western Christen¬ 
dom. Both branches of the church, eastern and western, held to an 
infallible Scripture. But the Church of Rome is of more interest to 
us, since it was the church dynamically connected with European 
Christianity and was locked in a great struggle with men like Calvin 
and Luther in the Reformation. The Roman Catholic or Latin 
Church held a very high view of the Bible through the centuries. It is 
true that the Church of Rome did add tradition as a source of reli¬ 
gious knowledge; and this became a driving wedge that helped to 
precipitate the struggle with Martin Luther, who insisted on the 
principle of sola scriptura, i.e., the Bible alone as the source of our 
religious knowledge. 

We need only take a casual look at almost any Catholic diction¬ 
ary or encyclopedia to confirm the fact that for more than a thou¬ 
sand years that church, formally, accepted and taught that the Bible 
is inerrant in all of its parts. There were two views the Roman church 
repudiated: one was the view that the Holy Spirit “secured the writ¬ 
ers from error only in matters of faith and morals.” This is one of 
the views that is being advanced in various forms today. But it is not 
a new view. It has simply surfaced again, or has been advocated in 
slightly different forms. The Catholic Dictionary (New York: Addis 
and Arnold, 1884, p. 450) says that in 1685, Holden in his work, 
Analysis Fidei, defended the limited inerrancy standpoint but got 
nowhere. The other view that the Roman church repudiated was 
mechanical dictation. For some reason, they associated that view 
with the term verbal inspiration and in their differences with Protes¬ 
tants said that this view found wide acceptance among the older 
Protestant theologians. Suarez {De Fide, disp. 5, & 3. n. 3, 5) main¬ 
tained it is “enough to believe that the Holy Spirit ‘specially assisted 
him (the author of the inspired book, while writing) and kept him 
from all error and falsehood, and from all words which were not ex¬ 
pedient.’ ” The same article says that Ballermin’s De Verbo Dei, lib. 
v. 15; Melchoir Canus, De. Loc. Theolog. lib. ii. cc 17 et 18, say the 
same thing. 

The dictionary also says that “if Holden’s theory sins against 
the received teaching and tradition (which it did), most certainly that 
of verbal inspiration as it has just been explained (the authors of the 
Biblical books were no more than scribes who wrote down the words 
which the Holy Spirit dictated) sins against the most patent facts. 
Evidently the style and method of the sacred writers is coloured 
throughout by their own individuality, and the differences in 
thought and language between Isaiah and Ezechiel (sic) are utterly 



THE WITNESS OF THE CHURCH THROUGH 
THE REFORMATION 


57 


inexplicable if we regard them as passive agents under a mechanical 
inspiration. St. Augustine in well known words formulises the pre¬ 
vailing belief of the Church without falling into the exaggerations of 
the theory that inspiration is mechanical” (then follows the state¬ 
ment by Augustine quoted above). 

What is important to note in this connection is that there are no 
evangelical scholars who hold to mechanical dictation, although it is 
true that those who hold to biblical inerrancy do believe in verbal in¬ 
spiration in the sense that inspiration extends to the words, not just 
to the thoughts or ideas, and yet the writers kept their own styles and 
individuality. It is significant also that the Catholic church accepted 
Augustine’s classic statement and used it in principle in the consecra¬ 
tion of bishops. In the “Symbol of Faith,” approved by Leo IX- 
and used in the consecration of bishops-God is affirmed to be the 
“ ‘one author’ of the Old and the New Testaments.” 

The Catholic Encyclopedia (N.Y., Robert Appleton, Vol. 2, 
1907, p. 543) makes this statement about the Bible: 

The Bible...is the word of God...The inerrancy of the Bible fol¬ 
lows as a consequence of the Divine authorship. Wherever the 
sacred writer makes a statement as his own, the statement is the 
word of God and infallibly true, whatever the subject matter of 
the statement. 

This appraisal of the church’s view is fully in agreement with that of 
The Catholic Dictionary and differs from the next encyclopedic ref¬ 
erence at one point: these reference works so far not only define bib¬ 
lical infallibility but assent to it. The following reference agrees that 
inerrancy has been the view of the church through the ages, but re¬ 
veals the new fact that many in the Roman or Latin church no longer 
hold to what has been the view of the church until quite recently. 

The latest New Catholic Encyclopedia (New York: McGraw, 
1967, Vol. II, p. 384) contains a statement about inerrancy, “The in¬ 
errancy of Scripture has been the constant teaching of the Fathers, 
the theologians, and recent Popes in their encyclicals on Biblical 
studies (Leo XIII, Ench Bibl 124-131; Benedict XV, Ench Bibl 
453-461; Pius XII, Ench Bibl 560). It is nonetheless obvious that 
many biblical statements are simply not true when judged according 
to modern knowledge of science and history. The earth is not sta¬ 
tionary (cf. Ecclesiastes 1:4); Darius the Mede did not succeed Bel- 
sassar (cf. Daniel 5:30-6:1).” What the Encyclopedia is saying is pa¬ 
tent to all. The church has always (via Fathers, theologians, the 
popes) taught biblical inerrancy. Some no longer believe it, despite 
the fact that it has been the church’s viewpoint for centuries. The so- 
called errors pointed to are the same kinds of errors alluded to by 
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modern evangelicals as the reason for supporting limited inerrancy, 
and in some cases not even that. 

The Reformers 

So we now come to the age of the Reformers, to see what their 
witness to Scripture is and what they believed and taught. It would 
be a mistake to suppose that the Reformers formulated a viewpoint 
such as those expressed by the early ecumenical councils when they 
were dealing with Christology. It must be remembered that the Re¬ 
formers spent their time talking about the issues that were important 
in the struggle against the Roman church. Since the Roman church 
held to a view of Scripture that was no different from that held by 
the Reformers, there was no real problem. The problem came from 
adding to Scripture, and was not concerned with whether Scripture 
could be trusted; it was about interpretation, not inerrancy. The role 
of the church as the unerring interpreter of Scripture over against the 
universal priesthood of all believers was important; and the Reform¬ 
ers believed that the church could err in interpretation. 

Martin Luther 

We come first to Martin Luther. Luther believed and taught 
that the Bible was infallibly true in all its parts. Of that there can be 
no doubt. But it is useless to look in his writings for a developed 
thesis to support biblical inerrancy. He believed it; it was not in dis¬ 
pute; he wrote all of his works based on his belief that the Bible was 
true. But he does leave us with much evidence as to his confidence in 
the truth of Scripture. 

Luther quoted from Augustine’s letter to Jerome in which he 
wrote, “This I have learned to do: to hold only those books which 
are called the Holy Scriptures in such honor that I finally believe that 
not one of the holy writers ever erred.” Luther endorsed this view of 
Augustine and himself stated, “The Scriptures cannot err” 
(XIX: 1073). “It is certain that Scripture cannot disagree with itself’ 
(XX:798). “It is impossible that Scripture should contradict itself, 
only that is so appears to the senseless and obstinate hypocrites” 
(IX:356). “One little point of doctrine means more than heaven and 
earth, and therefore we cannot suffer to have the least jot thereof 
violated” (IX:650). “For it is established by God’s Word that God 
does not lie, nor does His Word lie” (XX:798). 

When Luther found an apparent discrepancy with respect to 
chronology, he refused to side with “those rash men who in the case 
of a Bible difficulty are not afraid to say that Scripture is evidently 
wrong. I conclude the matter with a humble confession of my igno- 
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ranee, for it is only the Holy Ghost who knows and understands 
everything” (1:721). (Theodore Engelder, Scripture Cannot Be 
Broken [St. Louis: Concordia, 1944], quotes from Luther’s work.) 

J. Theodore Mueller in his book, Luther and the Bible, (pp. 
99,103) says that “Luther unfailingly asserts the inerrancy of Scrip¬ 
ture over against the errancy of human historians and scientists. He 
writes, ‘The Scriptures have never erred...’ ” He also argues that the 
Lutheran “Dr. Reu champions the following theses, namely, that 
Scripture was the sole authority of Luther; that Luther’s preface to 
the Epistle of James does not prove a different attitude; that Scrip¬ 
ture remained Luther’s sole authority of the Christian faith till the 
end of his life; that Luther never admitted any error in Scripture; 
that Luther considered even those parts of the Bible that do not con¬ 
cern our salvation as inerrant; that Luther ascribed absolute iner¬ 
rancy to the original drafts of the Bible and that Luther did not teach 
a mechanical theory of inspiration. Luther indeed believed in verbal 
and plenary inspiration but not in a mechanical diction theory.” 
Mueller also quotes the Lutheran Dr. H. Echternach approvingly, 
“ ‘The infallibility of Scripture was the consensus of the Church, ir¬ 
respective of denominational lines, until long after 1700 a.d.’ ” 

Robert Preus ( The Inspiration of Scripture, A Study of the 
Theology of the Seventeenth Century Lutheran Dogmaticians [Lon¬ 
don, 1955], pp. 58,66,67) wrote about the Lutheran Quenstadt who 
followed in Luther’s footsteps. Of all the Lutherans of that era, per¬ 
haps none excelled Quenstadt, who has been charged with holding to 
a mechanical dictation view of inspiration. We must remember again 
that whether one holds to this or to some other view of how iner¬ 
rancy came about, the fact remains that the end process, by which¬ 
ever method one chooses, is an inerrant Scripture. But Quenstadt 
was hardly guilty of all the allegations leveled against him. Preus 
points out that Quenstadt believed Scripture was not brought into 
being monergistically (i.e., by God or by man alone). He quotes 
Quenstadt, “ ‘We must distinguish between those who have been 
snatched away and are in a trance and do not know what they are 
doing and saying and between the apostles whom the Holy Spirit 
activated in such a way that they understood those things which they 
were speaking and writing.’ ” Preus claims that “the mechanical 
idea of inspiration was not only foreign to the dogmaticians, it was 
loudly and consciously condemned by them. They were opposed to 
every conception of inspiration which would degrade the writers to 
the status of inanimate objects which neither thought nor felt in the 
act of writing but to which God imparted revelation as one might 
pour water into a pail.” 
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Quenstadt, says Preus, “true to form, states the orthodox posi¬ 
tion in a manner which defies misunderstanding. He says, ‘The holy 
canonical Scriptures in their original text are the infallible truth and 
free from every error, that is to say, in the sacred canonical Scrip¬ 
tures there is no lie, no deceit, no error, even the slightest, either in 
content or words, but every single word which is handed down in the 
Scriptures is most true, whether it pertains to doctrine, ethics, 
history, chronology, typography, or onomastic; and no ignorance, 
lack of understanding, forgetfulness or lapse of memory can be at¬ 
tributed to the amanuenses of the Holy Spirit in their writing of Holy 
Scriptures’ ” {Ibid., p. 77). 

One aspect of Luther’s approach to the Word of God requires 
elaboration. Currently, a number of Lutherans keep pointing out the 
fact that Luther, when using the term “the Word of God,” did not 
have Scripture in mind, but Jesus Christ. Pelikan of Yale has 
stressed this, as have those who are opposed to biblical inerrancy. 
Historically, it is true that Luther used the term “the Word of God” 
when he had Jesus Christ in mind, and he did this frequently. But it 
would be incorrect to say that he did this all the time. Moreover, 
there are enough evidences available to prove conclusively that Luther 
also used the term “the Word of God” to mean Scripture. He also 
used the word Scripture, and there are sufficient evidences to show 
that he regarded Scripture as inerrant. Clearly, Luther knew there 
are two “Words of God,” the Word of God incarnate and the Word 
of God written, and he held both of them to be completely trust¬ 
worthy. So no one need get hung up on this issue, nor spend time 
arguing whether on this occasion or that Luther meant Jesus Christ 
or the Scripture when he spoke of “the Word of God.” 

John Calvin 

What can be said of Luther can be said also of John Calvin. He 
held the Scriptures in the highest esteem and believed them to be in¬ 
fallible in all their parts. Perhaps the best modern acknowledgement 
of Calvin’s convictions about Scripture comes from the pen of Ed¬ 
ward A. Dowey, Jr., who was the chief architect of the United Pres¬ 
byterian’s New Confession. His doctoral dissertation covered this 
question. He says of Calvin that we owe their (the apostles’ and 
prophets’) writings in Scripture “the same reverence which we owe 
to God, because it has proceeded from him alone and has nothing 
human mixed in...We ought to embrace with mild docility, and with¬ 
out exception, whatever is delivered in the Holy Scriptures. For 
Scripture is the school of the Holy Spirit in which as nothing useful 
and necessary is omitted, so nothing is taught which is not profitable 
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to know” {The Knowledge of God in Calvin’s Theology [New York: 
Columbia, 1952], p. 91). 

Dowey says that when Calvin ‘‘does admit an undeniable error 
of grammar or of fact, without exception he attributes it to copyists, 
never to the inspired writer. There is no hint anywhere in Calvin’s 
writings that the original text contained any flaws at all” {Ibid., 
p. 100). It is of more than just passing interest to note here that crit¬ 
ics like Charles Augustus Briggs, of whom more shall be said later, 
constantly criticized Benjamin Warfield as the inventor of the notion 
that inerrancy belongs to the autographs. He speaks of this as a late 
contribution brought about by an inability to demonstrate the infal¬ 
libility of the copies. But Dowey here makes it plain that Calvin, 
where he does find a difficulty, lays it to a copyist’s error, and this 
can mean only that Calvin regarded the autographs as infallible. 

According to Dowey, “Neither in these places nor anywhere else 
does Calvin discuss in detail the method by which the Scripture was 
preserved. This leaves an interesting hiatus in his doctrine. It is inter¬ 
esting precisely because it is always to the text before him, never to 
the original text of Scripture, that Calvin attributes such errors as his 
exegesis discovers” {Ibid., p. 103). “To Calvin the theologian an er¬ 
ror in Scripture is unthinkable. Hence the endless harmonizing, the 
explaining and interpreting of passages that seem to contradict or to 
be inaccurate” {Ibid., p. 104). “If he [Calvin] betrays his position at 
all, it is apparently in assuming a priori that no errors can be allowed 
to reflect upon the inerrancy of the original documents” {Ibid., 
p. 105). Here are Calvin’s own words, “For if we consider how slip¬ 
pery is the human mind...how prone to all kinds of error...we can 
perceive how necessary is such a repository of heavenly doctrine, 
that it will neither perish by forgetfulness, nor vanish in error, nor be 
corrupted by the audacity of men” {Ibid., p. 105). “The question of 
authority supplies the dominant motif in Calvin’s doctrine of Bibli¬ 
cal authority, as well as his doctrine of faith in general. No hearsay 
about God can be the foundation of Christian assurance...The divine 
origin of Scripture, the fact that it has come ‘from heaven’ is that to 
which the Spirit gives witness, and this transfers authority from me 
to God” {Ibid., p. 109). 

Does Calvin’s belief in biblical inerrancy mean he held that the 
mode of inspiration was by dictation? Dowey went into this question 
also, for there were evidences in Calvin’s writings that might lead to 
such a conclusion. He says, “We must now consider whether Cal¬ 
vin’s teaching about inspiration as so far presented requires the 
interpretation that Calvin held a mechanical or literal dictation 
theory of the writing of the Bible. He incontrovertibly did mean lit- 
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eral interpretation in his description of Jeremiah’s inspiration, cited 
above (Supra., pp. 920- His emphasis as seen throughout our study 
of the miraculous accompaniments of inspiration upon the transmis¬ 
sion of the message, in my opinion, add weight to the claim that he 
conceived the Scriptures as literally dictated by God...Most of what 
today are recognized as idiosyncrasies in style and even mistakes in 
the text are attributed to the purposes of the Holy Spirit. To this end, 
the principle of accommodation is for Calvin a common exegetical 
device for explaining away irregularities that might otherwise, with a 
less rigorous view of the perfection of the text, be simply attributed 
to inaccuracies. When he does admit an undeniable error of gram¬ 
mar or of fact, without exception he attributes it to copyists, never to 
the inspired w'riter (Infra., pp. 104f.). There is no hint anywhere in 
Calvin’s w r ritings that the original text contained any flaws at all” 
(Ibid., p. 99). 

Dowey then asserts that ‘‘R. Seeberg, O. Ritschl, and A.M. Hun¬ 
ter...attribute unambiguously a diction theory to Calvin. These are 
closer to the truth, but probably the solution of Warfield, curious as 
it appears at first glance, is the best formulation for doing justice to a 
certain lack of clarity or variation in Calvin himself. Concerning 
‘dictation,’ Warfield comments, ‘It is not unfair to urge, however, 
that this language is figurative and that what Calvin has in mind, is, 
not to insist that the mode of inspiration was dictation, but that the 
result of inspiration is as if it were by dictation, viz., the production 
of a pure word of God free from all human admixtures...The impor¬ 
tant thing to realize is that according to Calvin the Scriptures were so 
given that-whether by ‘‘literal” or “figurative” dictation-the result 
was a series of documents errorless in their original form’ ” (Ibid., 

p. 101,102). 

One item in the testimony of John Calvin should be explained. 
A number of opponents of biblical inerrancy have attributed to Cal¬ 
vin the opinion that he rejected the Petrine authorship of 2 Peter. 
This is important because modern critics not only claim that this 
Epistle was not written by Peter; they also claim that it is a second- 
century, not a first-century, product. The problem of Petrine 
authorship, it should be stated, is not a modern one. It has existed in 
the church for centuries. Calvin was involved in this, too. Of 2 Peter 
he says in his commentary on that book: 

If it is received as canonical, we must admit that Peter is the 
author, not only because it bears his name, but also because he 
testifies that he lived with Christ. It would have been a fiction 
unworthy of a minister of Christ to pretend to be another per¬ 
sonality. Therefore I conclude that if the epistle is trustworthy it 
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has come from Peter; not that he wrote it himself, but that one 
of his disciples composed by his command what the necessity of 
the times demanded. It is probable that at the time he was very 
old; he says he is near to death, and it could be that at the re¬ 
quest of the godly he allowed this testament of his mind to be 
signed and sealed just before his death, because it might have 
some force after he was dead to encourage the good and repress 
the wicked. Certainly since the majesty of the Spirit of Christ 
expresses itself in all parts of the epistle, I have a dread of repu¬ 
diating it, even though I do not recognize in it the genuine lan¬ 
guage of Peter. Since there is no agreement as to the author, I 
shall allow myself to use the name of Peter or the apostle indis¬ 
criminately (John Calvin, The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the 
Hebrews, and the First and Second Epistles of St. Peter [Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957], p. 325). 

From Calvin’s own statement, we should note several things. First, 
he acknowledged that if one accepts 2 Peter as canonical it must be 
admitted that Peter is the author, simply because the Epistle so 
claims. Calvin would be at variance with modern critics who advo¬ 
cate the viewpoint that someone used Peter’s name long after his 
death and that this device is acceptable. Calvin says no! Moreover, 
he makes it plain that 2 Peter was written during Peter’s lifetime. He 
refuses to date it in another century even as he refuses to let it come 
from a forger who has used Peter’s name. It is true, on the other 
hand, that Calvin had trouble with the language of 2 Peter, and it 
was this that occasioned his suggestion that perhaps the Epistle was 
written by an amanuensis under the supervision of the aged apostle, 
in which case it was a genuine product of the apostle. Calvin does not 
hesitate to say that, allowing for the possibility that Peter had some¬ 
one write it under his supervision and control, he uses the name of 
Peter or the apostle as the author indiscriminately. Thus the faith of 
Calvin in the inerrancy of Scripture overcame his scholar’s questions 
and Peter remained for him the true author of the Epistle that bears 
his name. 

Anyone who reads Calvin and Luther and compares them with 
modern writers who deny biblical infallibility cannot fail to note the 
difference between the attitude of the Reformers and that of the 
modern objectors to infallibility. The latter unfailingly seek to deni¬ 
grate Scripture, to humanize it, to swallow a camel and strain out a 
gnat. The Reformers did not react in this way. Their attitude toward 
the Word of God was one of reverence, humility, and positive ac¬ 
ceptance of it as both authoritative and infallible. 
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Summary 

What conclusions can we draw' from what has been said thus 
far? Certainly, it is apparent that the Jews of Jesus’ day, the Lord 
Jesus Himself, and the apostles all believed that the Old Testament 
was free from error. They believed it in all of its parts. Once the New 
Testament w'as added to the Old, we have the witness of the fathers 
across the centuries. And their virtually universal witness has been 
that of undiluted faith in Scripture. This was true not only of the 
fathers but of the organized church. The Latin church as well as the 
Eastern church held to biblical infallibility. The Reformation 
brought no change either to the basic view' of the Catholic church 
about the Bible or of the Reformers. They clung tenaciously to what 
the Jews, Jesus, the apostles, and the fathers believed and propa¬ 
gated. 

Now we must ask ourselves what the situation has been since the 
Reformation. This is important because most of the Protestant de¬ 
nominations that trace their history back to the Reformation, or be¬ 
fore the Reformation to some of the reforming groups that existed 
before Luther and Calvin fathered the Lutheran and the Reformed 
churches, have made statements and commitments about the Bible. 
We turn our attention to the witness of the churches and Christians 
since the Reformation. 



At the outset, we should consider a statement made by Kirsop 
Lake, an eminent New Testament scholar and a professor at the 
University of Chicago. This is what he wrote: 

It is a mistake often made by educated persons who happen to 
have but little knowledge of historical theology, to suppose that 
fundamentalism is a new and strange form of thought. It is 
nothing of the kind; it is the partial and uneducated survival of a 
theology which was once universally held by all Christians. How 
many were there, for instance, in Christian churches in the 
eighteenth century who doubted the infallible inspiration of all 
Scripture? A few, perhaps, but very few. No, the fundamental¬ 
ist may be wrong; I think that he is. But it is we who have de¬ 
parted from the tradition, not he, and I am sorry for the fate of 
anyone who tries to argue with a fundamentalist on the basis of 
authority. The Bible and the corpus theologicum of the Church 
is on the fundamentalist side (The Religion of Yesterday and 
Tomorrow [Boston: Houghton, 1926], p. 61. 

Professor Lake’s testimony, written at the height of the Mod¬ 
ernist-Fundamentalist controversy, helps us understand the situation 
in several ways. First, he acknowledges that those who hold to an in- 
errant Bible have the witness of the Bible itself on their side. Second¬ 
ly, he correctly affirms that until the eighteenth century there were 
few people who denied biblical infallibility. But at the same time, he 
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is aware of the fact that since the eighteenth century a battle has been 
raging over a question the Church and Christians had answered to 
their satisfaction for many centuries. In other words, the current 
denial by many of the complete trustworthiness of the Bible is a con¬ 
temporary and recent phenomenon and runs counter to the 
established view of the Church. 

We must remember that through the ages conflicts have raged 
about important aspects of God’s revelation to men. This should oc¬ 
casion no surprise, for the Church has been wracked by troubles 
from its inception. Shortly after Pentecost, the apostles had to deal 
with Ananias and Sapphira who bore false witness in an effort to 
gain applause by selling property and giving the money for the poor. 
But they held back part of the proceeds. The Spirit of God dealt just¬ 
ly with them, and they died for their wickedness. Moreover, the Gre¬ 
cians murmured against the Hebrews “because their widows were 
neglected in the daily ministration” (Acts 6:1). The apostles estab¬ 
lished the office of deacon so they could continue their particular 
ministry without letup while others cared for the more mundane 
matters of life. The apostle Paul later encountered theological diffi¬ 
culty with the Judaizers. Paul and Peter differed over keeping some 
of the Old Testament prohibitions in an age of grace. John wrote 
about gnostics who claimed that Jesus had not really come in the 
flesh; He only seemed to have a human body. 

The early church had to consider serious problems about the 
person of Jesus. Eventually these were resolved. The heresy of Arius, 
who taught that Jesus was a created being, was settled by affirming 
that there never was a time when the second person of the Holy Trin¬ 
ity was not. And other matters were decided. Jesus was declared to 
be one person ov er against Nestorius, and that He had a perfectly di¬ 
vine and a perfectly human nature in that one person. It was also af¬ 
firmed that the incarnate Word had a divine and a human will. 

Later on, the Church wrestled with questions having to do with 
the nature of man. The so-called anthropological (anthropos means 
man) problems were worked out. In the time of the Reformation, the 
great questions were, “Are men saved by faith plus works?” and, 
“Is righteousness infused or imputed?” It was not until the eight¬ 
eenth century that the question, “Is the Bible trustworthy in all of 
its parts?” dominated the scene. From the eighteenth century until 
this moment, the Church has wrestled with this problem. Basically, 
the Modernist-Fundamentalist controversy revolved around this 
issue. Neo-orthodoxy intimately associated with the name of Karl 
Barth, came into the picture after World War I. Basically, neo¬ 
orthodoxy was, and is still, asking whether the Bible is the Word of 
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God or becomes the Word of God in a confrontation experience. 
The Barthian view was and is in direct conflict with the orthodox 
view of the Bible through the ages. 

The Various Witnesses 

With this brief summary in mind, we turn our attention to the 
witness of the various denominations to the trustworthiness of the 
Bible, as well as the witness of key believers since the days of the Ref¬ 
ormation. 

The Westminster Confession of Faith 

Among the confessions of faith in the Reformed tradition, none 
ever written is superior to the Westminster Confession in scope, clar¬ 
ity, and precision. Chapter 1 sets forth the doctrine of Scripture. It is 
called “the only infallible rule of faith and practice.” From this, 
some have argued that the Westminster Confession in effect limited 
inerrancy to matters of faith and practice, excluding matters having 
to do with history, science, and cosmology. 

The error of this may be seen when two facts are taken into ac¬ 
count. One is the entire statement on Scripture, which includes two 
phrases that destroy the limited inerrancy notion. The Confession 
speaks of “the entire perfection” of Scripture and acknowledges the 
“consent of all the parts.” These portions of the definition rule out 
the notion of limited inerrancy. 

But more than that, the history of the times must be taken into 
account. We have noted that during the Reformation period biblical 
infallibility was a tenet accepted by both the Roman Catholic Church 
and the Reformers. It was not central to the dispute that occasioned 
the rupture. Had it been, the Reformers would have pinpointed the 
issue; and the canons of the Council of Trent, in which the Roman 
Catholics answered the Reformers, would have included a counter¬ 
blast. At the time the Westminster Confession was adopted, there 
was no serious challenge to the view of biblical infallibility, and the 
Confession did not speak to the issue the way it undoubtedly would 
have had there been such a difference of opinion. 

So far as the United States is concerned, the Westminster Con¬ 
fession of Faith had its most avid proponents in Princeton Theologi¬ 
cal Seminary, the oldest and most venerable seminary among Pres¬ 
byterians. Founded in 1812, it taught its students consistently for 
more than a hundred years that the Bible is free from error. Archi¬ 
bald Alexander was the first professor, and he made the works of 
Francis Turretin central to the curriculum. Turretin held the highest 
view of biblical authority and infallibility. For more than half a cen- 
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tury, the works of Turretin were taught at the Seminary. Charles 
Hodge, who replaced Professor Alexander, authored his own Sys¬ 
tematic Theology, a massive three-volume work that is still in print 
today. In 1872, this work supplanted that of Turretin as the standard 
text in theology at Princeton. 

Charles Hodge taught that the Bible is free from all error 
whether of doctrine, fact, or precept (Systematic Theology [N.Y., 
Scribner], Vol. I, p. 152). Archibald Alexander Hodge and Benjamin 
B. Warfield continued the tradition, and in their conflict with 
Charles Augustus Briggs stoutly defended inerrancy. Dr. Warfield 
said that “a proved error in Scripture contradicts not only our doc¬ 
trine, but the Scripture claims and, therefore, its inspiration in 
making those claims” {ThePresbyterian Review, April, 1881, p. 238). 
The General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in 1893 and again 
in 1924 upheld the theological position of Hodge and Warfield on 
the inerrancy of the autographs of the Bible. 

It was not until after 1930 that the old Princeton theology gave 
way to the new theology of an errant Bible. This was expressed by 
one notable teacher in these words, “Few intelligent Christians can 
still hold to the idea that the Bible is an infallible Book, that it con¬ 
tains no linguistic errors, no historical discrepancies, no antiquated 
scientific assumptions, not even bad ethical standards. Historical in¬ 
vestigation and literary criticism have taken the magic out of the 
Bible, and have made it a composite human book, written by many 
hands in different ages. The existence of thousands of variations of 
texts makes it impossible to hold the doctrine of a book verbally in¬ 
fallible. Some might claim for the original copies of the Bible an in¬ 
fallible character, but this view only begs the question and makes 
such Christian apologetics more ridiculous in the eyes of sincere 
men.” 

Other Reformed Confessions 

The Belgic Confession was constructed in 1561. Its author was 
Guy De Bres who was martyred in 1567. It was written for the 
churches in Flanders and the Netherlands. The Reformed Synod of 
Emden adopted it in 1571, and the National Synod of Dort in 1619. 
It is part of the standards of the Christian Reformed Church in the 
United States and the Reformed Church in America. Article 4 of the 
Confession reads as follows: 

We receive these books, and these only (i.e., the sixty-six books 
of the Old and New Testaments) as holy and canonical, for the 
regulation, foundation, and confirmation of our faith; believing 
without any doubt all things contained in them, not so much be- 
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cause the Church receives and approves them as such, but more 
especially because the Holy Ghost witnesseth in our hearts that 
they are from God, whereof they carry the evidence in them¬ 
selves. For the very blind are able to perceive that the things 
foretold in them are fulfilling. 

What is taught in the Belgic Confession is what is taught in the 
Westminster Confession of Faith. These two smaller denominations 
have been guided by their Belgic Confession and it has occupied a 
large role in the lives of these two groups. The finest expression of 
conviction about biblical infallibility was written by Louis Berkhof, 
a longtime professor at Calvin Seminary. In his Manual of Doctrine 
and Systematic Theology, he clearly and forcefully stated the posi¬ 
tion of the Belgic Confession as the inerrant Word of the living God. 

Baptist Confessions 

Perhaps no other group of people produced more confessions of 
faith than the Baptists. This is not wholly surprising, since the Bap¬ 
tists view each local congregation of believers as a true and com¬ 
plete church. Thus no one can ever speak of the Baptist Church. 
There is no such thing. We can only speak of Baptist churches. Any 
local Baptist congregation can produce its own confession of faith, 
and many do. No local congregation can bind the conscience of any 
other local congregation of saints with its confession. Each church is 
and always has been autonomous in itself. Some Baptist confessions 
of faith, however, are better than others. In the United States, there 
have been two major Baptist confessions. And interestingly enough, 
one of them, the Philadelphia Confession of Faith, owes much to the 
Westminster Confession of Faith. Its statement on Scripture is the 
same as that of Westminster. Therefore, to conclude that both teach 
an infallible Scripture is quite obvious. 

The other great United States Baptist confession of faith is the 
New Hampshire Confession. This Confession was adopted by the 
messengers to the Southern Baptist Convention annual conclave in 
1925. It has been reasserted on several occasions, and is undoubtedly 
the one. statement that comes closest to representing mainstream 
Southern Baptists who make up the largest non-Catholic religious 
group in American life. On Scripture, the New Hampshire Confes¬ 
sion reads as follows: 

We believe that the Holy Bible was written by men divinely in¬ 
spired, and is a perfect treasure of heavenly instruction: that it 
has God for its author, salvation for its end, and truth without 
any mixture of error, for its matter; that it reveals the principles 
by which God will judge us; and therefore is, and shall remain 
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to the end of the world, the true center of Christian union, and 
the supreme standard by which all human conduct, creeds, and 
opinions should be tried. 

At a time when so many overemphasize the human aspect of 
Scripture, it is fair to point out that the New Hampshire Confession 
proclaims God to be the author of Scripture. It also says there is no 
mixture of error in Scripture. Some of those who dislike the doctrine 
of biblical inerrancy have tried to prove that “without any mixture 
of error’’ has a limited meaning and does not embrace all of the 
Bible. It would be impossible to show when this confession was first 
composed in 1833 that those who wrote the confession had any such 
reservations in mind. They then believed the Bible to be free from er¬ 
ror. Among the Southern Baptists, most of the lay people and large 
numbers of distinguished scholars through the years have believed 
that “without any mixture of error’’ means there are no errors in the 
Word of God. 

The Testimony of Baptist Scholars 

One of the great names among the Southern Baptists is that of 
James Petigru Boyce, who occupied the Chair of Systematic Theolo¬ 
gy at what was then the only Southern Baptist Theological Seminary 
at Louisville. In his ABSTRACT OF SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY, 
Dr. Boyce pointed out one peculiarity about the operation of the 
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. He noted that “the subject 
of inspiration, for special reasons, has been remanded in this special 
seminary to the department of Biblical Introduction” (p. 35). But he 
could hardly avoid the subject of inspiration and went on to say 
about the Bible that: 

No other book has ever been found more reliable whenever its 
statements could be tested. It carries upon its face everywhere the 
verisimilitude of truth. Its own testimony is with most persons 
who read it an all-sufficient evidence of its truthfulness (p. 36). 
Dr. Boyce adds this further statement: 

We may argue a priori as to the character of this revelation as 
follows: a. It must come from God...b. It must be suited to our 
present condition...c. It must be secured from all possibility of 
error so that its teachings may be relied on with equal, if not 
greater, confidence than those of reason (p. 37). 

The well-known and highly respected John R. Sampey, one-time 
president of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary at Louisville 
and professor of Old Testament Interpretation, believed in an iner- 
rant Bible. In his Syllabus for Old Testament Study, copyrighted in 
1903, Dr. Sampey spoke of the difference between the radical and 
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the conservative views of the Bible. He went on record as a Conserva¬ 
tive and said, “Conservatives hold that the writers were preserved 
from all error by the inbreathed Spirit guiding them. Radicals reject 
such a theory with scorn. Some Liberals believe in a sort of inspira¬ 
tion which heightened the spiritual perceptions of the scriptural writ¬ 
ers, but did not preserve them from error.” He went on to say that 
Conservatives believe that what Jesus says puts an end to further 
argument, “whereas Radicals set aside His authority entirely, and 
Moderate Liberals point to the limitations of His knowledge as a 
man. Jesus has Himself said that the Scriptures cannot be broken 
(John 10:35). If Radical critics break the Scriptures, they will also 
break the authority of Jesus as our Divine Teacher ” (pp. 59,60). 

B.H. Carroll was a famed Southern Baptist teacher at Baylor 
who founded Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, now lo¬ 
cated in Fort Worth, Texas. Dr. Carroll started a seminary that is 
now the largest theological seminary in the world with more than 
three thousand students. He was a gifted linguist, a sterling scholar, 
and a popular author. In his book, Inspiration of the Bible (New 
York: Revell, 1930), Dr. Carroll states his own belief in plenary, ver¬ 
bal inspiration of the original Scriptures. He indicates that, at best, 
there are only a smattering of unresolved textual questions. He an¬ 
swers the objections of critics in penetrating fashion. A few excerpts 
from his book will show how strong his commitment was to an iner- 
rant Scripture: 

It has always been a matter of profound surprise to me that 
anybody should ever question the verbal inspiration of the Bible. 

The whole thing had to be written in words. Words are signs 
of ideas, and if the words are not inspired, then there is no way 
of getting at anything in connection with inspiration. If I am 
free to pick up the Bible and read something and say, ‘That is 
inspired,’ then read something else and say, ‘That is not in¬ 
spired,’ and someone else does not agree with me as to which is 
and which is not inspired, it leaves the whole thing unsettled as 
to whether any of it is inspired. 

What is the object of inspiration? It is to put accurately, in 
human words, ideas from God. If the words are not inspired, 
how' am I to know how much to reject, and how to find out 
whether anything is from God? When you hear the silly talk that 
the Bible ‘contains’ the word of God and is not the word of 
God, you hear a fool’s talk. I don’t care if he is a Doctor of 
Divinity, a President of a University covered with medals from 
universities of Europe and the United States, it is fool-talk. 
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There can be no inspiration of the book without the inspiration 
of the words of the book (p. 20). 

The Holy Spirit guided the men in the selection of material, 
even where that material came from some other book, even an 
uninspired book, the Spirit guiding in selecting and omitting 
material (p. 22). 

There were no shorthand reporters in those days, and there is 
not a man on earth who could, after a lapse of fifty years, recall 
verbatim et literatim what Christ said, and yet John, without a 
shadow of hesitancy, goes on and gives page after page of what 
Christ said just after the institution of the Lord’s Supper. In¬ 
spiration in that case was exercised in awakening the memory so 
that John could reproduce these great orations of Christ. 

Of the orations of Paul, take that speech recorded in Acts 13, 
an exceedingly remarkable speech, or the one recorded in Acts 
26, or the one on Mars’ Hill, in chapter 17, one of the most fin¬ 
ished productions that the world has ever seen. Inspiration en¬ 
abled Luke to report exactly what Paul said. Luke never could 
have done that unassisted. Luke, as a man, might have given the 
substance, but that is not the substance, it is an elaborate report, 
the sense depending upon the words used (p. 23). 

Now we come to an important point. When these inspired 
declarations were written, they were absolutely infallible. Take 
these Scriptures: John 10:35, “The scripture cannot be 
broken”; Matthew 5:18, “Till heaven and earth shall pass 
away, one jot or tittle shall in no wise pass away from the law, 
till all things be accomplished”; Acts 1:16, “It was needful that 
the scripture should be fulfilled.” 

That is one of the most important points in connection with 
inspiration, viz: that the inspired word is irrefragable, infallible; 
that all the powers of the world cannot break one “thus saith 
the Lord” (p. 25). 

Charles Haddon Spurgeon represents Baptists in Britain in the 
late nineteenth century. He was surely one of the greatest pulpiteers 
among Baptists in the last century. He was a great evangelist, and it 
may be said without fear of contradiction that there has never been a 
great soul winner who did not believe the Bible to be the infallible 
Word of God. Mr. Spurgeon, in 1855, preached a sermon, a part of 
which was devoted to biblical infallibility. He said: 

Then, since God wrote it, mark its truthfulness. If I had written 
it, there would be worms of critics who would at once swarm on 
it, and would cover it with their evil spawn; had I written it, 
there would be men who would pull it to pieces at once, and per- 
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haps quite right too. But this is the Word of God. Come, search, 
ye critics, and find an error. This is a vein of pure gold, unal¬ 
loyed by quartz or any earthly substance. This is a star without a 
speck; a sun without a blot; a light without darkness; a moon 
without paleness; a glory without a dimness. O Bible! it cannot 
be said of any other book, that it is perfect and pure; but of thee 
we can declare all wisdom is gathered up in thee, without a par¬ 
ticle of folly. This is the judge that ends the strife where wit and 
reason fail. This is the book untainted by any error, but is pure, 
unalloyed, perfect truth. Why? Because God wrote it. Ah! 
charge God with error if you please; tell Him that His book is 
not what it ought to be...Blessed Bible, thou art all truth (Rus¬ 
sell H. Conwell, The Life of Charles Haddon Spurgeon [Edge- 
wood Publishing Company, 1892), pp. 574-6). 

Alvah Hovey, president of Newton Theological Institute (which 
was later joined with Andover to become Andover Newton), de¬ 
fended biblical inerrancy. He argued against those who said that 
“infallibility in the original Scriptures requires for its complement 
infallibility in all copies, translations, and, some would say, interpre¬ 
tations of them. For otherwise, we are told, the benefit of infallibili¬ 
ty is lost to all but the primitive readers. But this, again, is a mistake; 
for the errors from transcription, translations, etc., are such as can 
be detected, or at least estimated, and reduced to a minimum; while 
errors in the original revelation could not be measured” ( Manual of 
Systematic Theology and Christian Ethics [Philadelphia: A.B.P.S., 
1880], p. 83). Hovey was saying clearly that biblical inerrancy was 
the common viewpoint, but it was being challenged. And he re¬ 
sponded to those who offered that challenge. He pursued this theme 
by alluding to questions of historical and scientific errors. 

Hovey said, “On the supposed historical errors of the Bible we 
remark, (1) They relate, for the most part, to matters of chronology, 
generally numbers, etc. (2) Transcribers are specially liable to mis¬ 
takes in copying numbers, names, etc. (3) Different names for the 
same person, and different termini for the same period are quite fre¬ 
quent. (4) Round numbers are often employed for specific. Making 
proper allowance for these facts we deny that historical errors are 
found in the Bible.” He also dealt with the so-called scientific errors, 
saying, “All references to matters of science in the Bible are (1) Merely 
incidental and auxiliary; (2) Clothed in popular language; and 
(3) Confirmed by consciousness, so far as they relate to the mind. 
Remembering these facts, we say that the Bible has not been shown 
to contain scientific crrors-astronomy, geology, ethnology...Bear- 
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ing in mind these facts, it will be impossible for us to find in the Bible 
any contradictions which mar its excellence” {Ibid., p. 85). 

Lutheran Confessions 

In the United States, Lutheranism is represented by a number of 
different groups who have adopted confessions of faith in which 
they speak about their attachment to the Bible as the Word of God. 
Only one of the major Lutheran groups of which I have knowledge 
does not have a statement of Scripture that commits the denomina¬ 
tion to inerrancy. This is the Lutheran Church in America, a recent 
emergent which is theologically the most liberal of the Lutheran 
groups. The others, as we shall now see, made formal commitments 
to inerrancy. 

The American Lutheran Church 

The American Lutheran Church is headquartered in Minneapo¬ 
lis. In 1925 the “Minneapolis Theses,” the first basic theological 
document for this denomination, contained a statement about the 
Bible. The document accepted the canonical Scriptures “as a whole 
and in all their parts as the divinely inspired, revealed, and inerrant 
Word of God.” In 1956 when the proposed constitution for the new 
American Lutheran Church was voted on by the Evangelical Luther¬ 
an Church, the same statement about the canonical Scriptures was 
written into it. 

The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod 

The Missouri Synod Lutherans are generally of German back¬ 
ground. From its inception, this church committed itself to an iner¬ 
rant Scripture. Like most of the Lutheran churches, it held in highest 
esteem the Augsburg Confession as well as the Smalcald Articles, the 
two Catechisms of Luther, and the Formula of Concord. Lutherans 
were generally agreed that Luther himself held to an inerrant Scrip¬ 
ture as has already been stated. But when doubt began to creep in, the 
Missouri Synod took steps to spell out more specifically under mod¬ 
ern conditions the more exact nature of the denomination’s commit¬ 
ment to a trustworthy Bible. 

In 1932 the Missouri Synod adopted a Brief Statement of its 
doctrinal position. In 1947, at the centennial celebration of the de¬ 
nomination, the Brief Statement was incorporated in the official 
proceedings of the convention (Proceedings, 1932, p. 1548), al¬ 
though it was not made part of the Constitution. The first article of 
the Brief Statement said this about Scripture: 
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1. We teach that the Holy Scriptures differ from all other books 
in the world in that they are the Word of God. They are the 
Word of God because the holy men of God who wrote the 
Scriptures wrote only that which the Holy Ghost communicated 
to them by inspiration, 2 Tim. 3:16; 2 Pet. 1:21. We teach also 
that the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures is not a so-called 
“theological deduction,” but that it is taught by direct state¬ 
ments of the Scriptures, 2 Tim. 3:16, John 10:35; Rom. 3:2; 
1 Cor. 2:13. Since the Holy Scriptures are the Word of God, it 
goes without saying that they contain no errors or contradic¬ 
tions, but that they are in all their parts and words the infallible 
truth, also in those parts which treat of historical, geographical, 
and other secular matters, John 10:35. 

The Missouri Synod has experienced some severe problems con¬ 
cerning the inerrancy of Scripture and it has repeated its commit¬ 
ment to th e Brief Statement several times since 1947. At the moment 
the denomination is solidly and fervently committed to this view of 
the Bible. 

The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod 

The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod is the last Lutheran 
denomination we will mention. It is also committed to an inerrant 
Scripture and has spelled it out very specifically in published form in 
a pamphlet titled This We Believe. Among the statements in this 
pamphlet the following are representative of Wisconsin’s commit¬ 
ment: 

We believe that in a miraculous way that goes beyond all human 
investigation God the Holy Ghost inspired these men to write 
His Word. These “holy men of God spoke as they were moved 
by the Holy Ghost” (II Pet. 1:21). What they said, was spoken 
“not in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the 
Holy Ghost teacheth” (I Cor. 2:13). Every thought they ex¬ 
pressed, every word they used, was given them by the Holy Spir¬ 
it by inspiration. St. Paul wrote to Timothy: “All scripture is 
given by inspiration of God” (II Tim. 3:16). We therefore be¬ 
lieve in the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures, not a mechanical 
dictation, but a word-for-word inspiration... 

We believe that Scripture is a unified whole, true and without 
error in everything it says; for our Savior said “The scripture 
cannot be broken” (John 10:35)... 

We reject any thought that makes only part of Scripture God’s 
Word, that allows for the possibility of factual error in Scrip- 
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ture, also in so-called nonreligious matters (for example, histor¬ 
ical, geographical). 

We reject all views that fail to acknowledge the Holy Scriptures 
as God’s revelation and Word. We likewise reject all views that 
see in them merely a human record of God’s revelation as he en¬ 
counters man in history apart from the Scriptures, and so a re¬ 
cord subject to human imperfections. 

At the conclusion of the Statement about the Bible, these words 
appear, “This is what Scripture teaches about God and His Revela¬ 
tion. This w'e believe, teach and confess.” 

Whatever may be the situation with respect to individuals w'ithin 
any of these denominations today, we can say with emphasis that 
each formally adopted a statement that is in line with the historic 
commitment of the Church of Jesus Christ through the ages. And 
these statements bear witness to the fact that disbelief in inerrancy is 
a modern, not an ancient, phenomenon. 

The Anglicans and Methodists 

What has been said of the Reformers and of the Baptists may al¬ 
so be said about the Anglicans and the Methodists. But they came 
out of a different tradition, and their views must be understood 
w'ithin that context. The Anglican Church came into being as a direct 
result of Henry the VIII’s marriage dilemma with Catholic Catherine 
w'hom he wished to divorce. When the papacy refused to accede to 
his desires, Henry broke with the pope and established his own 
church. But that church stood then, and remains, in the tradition of 
Catholicism. It traces its apostolic succession back to the apostles 
and believes as Roman Catholics do in the historical episcopate. It 
accepts the real presence of Christ in the sacrament of the supper, 
and in a number of w'ays stands within the tradition of Roman 
Catholicism. Among the doctrines it inherited from the Roman 
Church was its view' of the Bible as the infallible Word of God. It re¬ 
jected some of Rome’s teaching, such as those of the seven sacra¬ 
ments, the headship of the pope, and the like. But it did not declare 
itself against the Roman Catholic Church’s teaching with respect to 
biblical infallibility. It followed this doctrinal teaching until it, like 
so many of the denominations that sprang out of the Reformation 
period, discarded it in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 
(There are still some orthodox Anglicans who stand in the tradition 
of evangelical Christianity and still believe in an infallible Bible.) 

The Methodist denomination came from the loins of Anglican¬ 
ism and its founder, John Wesley, lived and died within the fold of 
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the Anglican faith. Like the Anglican Church, Methodism believed 
in an infallible Scripture. Neither the Anglicans nor the Methodists 
enshrined their belief in an infallible Scripture in creeds and confes¬ 
sions with the precision and accuracy that marked those of the Re¬ 
formed tradition, the Baptists, and the Lutherans. This may also ex¬ 
plain why it was that the Anglicans and the Methodists were the most 
easily led astray from a commitment to biblical infallibility, and why 
these two groups in our generation include among their numbers 
large bodies of theological liberals whose beliefs are quite extreme. 

George A. Turner of the evangelical Asbury Theological Semi¬ 
nary wrote this about John Wesley: 

Wesley believed in the full inspiration and inerrancy of the 
Bible. His view would now be described as pre-critical, as would 
the view of most eighteenth-century writers. The problem of au¬ 
thority which Luther faced was less acute in Wesley’s day than 
the problem of indifference in the Church. Thus Wesley was less 
bold than Luther in determining the relative value of different 
books of the Bible; to him they were all equally inspired and 
hence authoritative...he did not feel the need of establishing the 
authority of the Bible or defending it from destructive critics. 
Jean Astruc, “the father of Pentateuchal criticism,” published 
his views on the authorship of Genesis in 1753, but there is no 
evidence that it was noticed by Wesley and his colleagues 
(George A. Turner, “John Wesley as an Interpreter of Scrip¬ 
ture,” in Inspiration and Interpretation, John W. Walvoord, 
ed. [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957], p. 161). 

Wesley’s own view of the Bible was a high one indeed. He never 
believed for a moment that because the writers of Scripture were 
human they therefore erred in what they wrote. In his Journal he 
wrote, “Nay, if there be any mistakes in the Bible there may as well 
be a thousand. If there be one falsehood in that book it did not come 
from the God of truth” (John Wesley, Journal, VI, 117). It would be 
inaccurate to suggest that Wesley spent much time on the question of 
biblical infallibility. He believed it and so did those who became 
Methodists. He preached, taught, and labored on the basis of his 
underlying conviction that the Bible is the inerrant Word of God. 

Among the Anglicans and the Methodists today there are strong 
defenders of biblical inerrancy just as there are strong opponents of 
that viewpoint. And no one can suppose for a moment that either of 
these denominations now or in the discernible future will become 
strong advocates of inerrancy. 
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Concluding Observations 

The facts that we have just mentioned are by no means all that 
can be said about Christians who believed the Bible to be inerrant. 
Scores and scores of scholars in the 19th century professed and wrote 
about their belief in an inerrant Scripture. The Editor of the Prairie 
Overcomer, T.S, Rendall, wrote a long article titled Anatomy of a 
Ghost in the September 1976 issue of that magazine. In it he quoted 
Professor Charles A. Briggs who made the remark, “The theory that 
the Bible is inerrant is the ghost of modern evangelicalism to frighten 
children.” Mr. Rendall went on from there to show that any number 
of excellent scholars in North America, Britain, and the Continent of 
Europe in the 19th century held to the highest possible view of the 
Bible and its complete trustworthiness. The list and the quotations 
are impressive and they are accurate. 

In the same issue of this magazine, the editor reprinted a short 
article written by Thomas Witherow who was a professor of church 
history at Magee College, Londonderry, in 1865. The thrust of the 
article showed that all of Scripture is profitable not just parts, of it. 
This beautifully written and adequate defense of the inerrancy of all 
of Scripture is quoted herewith (The Apostolic Church, pp. 91 ff.). 

AH Scripture Is Profitable 

It is very common for professing Christians to draw a distinction 
between essentials and non-essentials in religion, and to infer 
that, if any fact or doctrine rightly belongs to the latter class, it 
must be a matter of very little importance, and may in practice 
be safely set at nought. 

The great bulk of men take their opinions on trust; they will 
not undergo the toil of thinking, searching, and reasoning about 
anything. And one of the most usual expedients adopted to save 
them the trouble of inquiry, and to turn aside the force of any 
disagreeable fact, is to meet it by saying, “The matter is not es¬ 
sential to salvation; therefore we need give ourselves little con¬ 
cern on the subject.” 

Dangerous Distinction 

If the distinction here specified is safe, the inference drawn 
from it is certainly dangerous. To say that, because a fact of di¬ 
vine revelation is not essential to salvation, it must of necessity 
be unimportant, and may or may not be received by us, is to as¬ 
sert a principle, the application of which would make havoc of 
our Christianity. 
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For, what are the truths essential to salvation? Are they not 
these: that there is a God; that all men are sinners; that the Son 
of God died upon the cross to make atonement for the guilty; 
and that whosoever believes on the Lord Jesus Christ shall be 
saved? There is good reason for believing that not a few souls 
are now in happiness, who in life knew little more than these--the 
first principles of the oracles of God-the very alphabet of the 
Christian system; and if so, no other divine truths can be 
counted absolutely essential to salvation. 

But if all the other truths of revelation are unimportant, be¬ 
cause they happen to be non-essentials, it follows that the Word 
of God itself is in the main unimportant; for by far the greatest 
portion of it is occupied with matters, the knowledge of which, 
in the case supposed, is not absolutely indispensable to the ever¬ 
lasting happiness of men. 

Nor does it alter the case, if we regard the number of funda¬ 
mental truths to be much greater. Let a man once persuade him¬ 
self that importance attaches only to what he is pleased to call 
essentials, whatever their number, and he will, no doubt, 
shorten his creed and cut away the foundation of many contro¬ 
versies; but he will practically set aside all except a very small 
part of the Scriptures. If such a principle does not mutilate the 
Bible, it stigmatises much of it as trivial. Revelation is all gold 
for preciousness and purity, but the very touch of such a princi¬ 
ple would transmute the most of it into dross. 

Every Statement Important 

Though every statement in the Scripture cannot be regarded 
as absolutely essential to salvation, yet everything there is essen¬ 
tial to some other wise and important end, else it would not find 
a place in the good Word of God. Human wisdom may be baf¬ 
fled in attempting to specify the design of every truth that forms 
a component part of divine revelation, but eternity will show us 
that no portion of it is useless. 

All Scripture is profitable. A fact written therein may not be 
essential to human salvation, and yet it may be highly conducive 
to some other great and gracious purpose in the economy of 
God-it may be necessary for our personal comfort, for our 
guidance in life, or for our growth in holiness, and most certain¬ 
ly it is essential to the completeness of the system of divine 
truth. The law of the Lord is perfect. 

Strike out of the Bible the truth that seems the most insignifi¬ 
cant of all, and the law of the Lord would not be perfect any 
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more. In architecture, the pinning that fills a crevice in the wall 
occupies a subordinate position, in comparision with the quoin; 
but the builder lets us know that the one has an important pur¬ 
pose to serve as well as the other, and does its part to promote 
the stability and completeness of the house. 

In shipbuilding, the screws and bolts that gird the ship to¬ 
gether are insignificant, as compared with the beams of oak and 
masts of pine, but they contribute their full share to the safety 
of the vessel and the security of the passenger. So in the Chris¬ 
tian system, every fact, great or small, that God has been 
pleased to insert in the Bible is, by its very position, invested 
with importance, answers its end, and, though justly considered 
as non-essential to salvation, does not deserve to be accounted 
as worthless. 

Every divine truth is important, though it may be that all di¬ 
vine truths are not of equal importance. The simplest statement 
of the Bible is of more concern to an immortal being than the 
most sublime sentiment of mere human genius. The one carries 
with it what the other cannot show-the stamp of the approval 
of God. The one comes to us from Heaven, the other savours of 
the earth. The one has for us a special interest, as forming a 
constituent portion of that Word which is a message from God 
to each individual man; the other is the production of a mind 
merely human, to which we and all our interests were alike un¬ 
known. 

A Light to our Feet 

Any truth merely human should weigh with us light as a 
feather in comparison with the most insignificant of the truths 
of God. The faith of a Christian should strive to reach and grasp 
everything that God has honoured with a place in that Word, 
the design of which is to be a light to our feet as we thread our 
way through this dark world. Besides, this, unlike every other 
book, is not doomed to perish. Heaven and earth may pass 
away, but the words of Christ shall not pass away. The seal of 
eternity is stamped on every verse of the Bible. This fact is 
enough of itself to make every line of it important. 

As we end this part of our journey together, we may conclude: 
1) The doctrine of biblical inerrancy has a history as long as the 
history of the Christian Church and existed before the New Testa¬ 
ment was written; 2) The Church before, during, and after the Ref¬ 
ormation witnessed to the inerrancy of the Bible in its totality, and 
numberless scholars attested to its integrity and truthfulness; 3) It 
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was not until the eighteenth century that men began to question the 
truthfulness of Scripture in any number and began to attack it as 
containing error; 4) These attacks on Scripture derive from a 
common stream of scholastic presuppositions, the acceptance of 
which can only lead to a denial of the inerrancy of the Bible. 

It is most important that those who believe the Bible should 
know w'hat the cause for destroying the Bible is, and.be able to re¬ 
spond to those who make use of this methodology, of which we shall 
be speaking shortly. Suffice it to say at this moment that the best 
of those who use the methodology we will examine must seek to find 
the Word of God in Scripture. And for the worst of them, the Scrip¬ 
tures are not thought to be the Word of God at all. So we take a look 
at the historical-critical method which lies at the bottom of the denial 
of the inerrancy of Scripture. 




The Bible has a number of enemies. Chief among them, and the 
father of all efforts to destroy the written Word of God, is Satan. He 
uses atheists, agnostics, secularists, quasi-Christians, and even genu¬ 
ine believers to accomplish his malign purposes. 

Satan 

Satan not only hates God who is the author of Scripture; he also 
hates the Word that God has authored. The reason is simple enough. 
God is truth. Satan is a liar and the father of lies. He will stoop to 
anything, but we must not think of him as a horned demon with a 
pitchfork in his hand. Nor must we suppose he doesn’t know the 
Word of God. He knows it from cover to cover. In the temptation of 
Jesus, he unconsciously bears witness to its truth and its universal 
application. “It is written,” he said, but what good is this if it isn’t 
true, if it can’t be trusted, or if it doesn’t have application for all 
ages? Satan knows and proclaims the Word of God to be true even 
though he rejects it. 

Satan is the highest created being in the order of the angelic 
host. He is brilliant, clever, scheming, and malicious. He is a master 
of the soft sell, a genius at misrepresentation, a subtle rascal who, if 
we saw him walking down Broadway in New York City, would ap¬ 
pear so attractive, so debonair, so harmless, that we would look at 
him twice. We’d like to know a chap like this, and if he appeared on 
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the stage as a star, we would give him a standing ovation. Indeed he 
is an actor whose stage face we see, whose real self is hidden from 
sight. 

But Satan has limitations. Thank God he can only be in one 
place at one time. But he has helpers who do his bidding. The fallen 
angels are a part of his army. So is every unbeliever, and so may be 
some born-again Christians who have fallen into his clutches. He 
uses every human being he can to hurt the Lord Jesus and defeat His 
cause. 

The chief point of Satan’s attack is to bring God before the 
dock and make Him out to be a liar. It really isn’t strange that the 
greatest liar of all should represent God the creator as a liar to men. 
Satan’s dart is intended to convince men that God either never said 
what God claimed He said, or that what He did say is to be ques¬ 
tioned and doubted. 

Adam and Eve 

The fall of Adam and Eve constitutes a paradigm of Satan’s 
method of operating. He has not varied the pattern to this very hour. 
Satan, who appeared to Eve in the form of the serpent, engaged her 
in an innocuous conversation that was simple enough. He asked her 
a leading question, a question that was designed to raise doubt in 
Eve’s mind. “Yea, hath God said, ‘Ye shall not eat of every tree of 
the garden?’ ” (Genesis 3:1). 

First, we perceive that he knew that God had told Adam and 
Even what they could and they could not do. His first words show 
his wickedness and manifest his malignant spirit. 

Eve’s reply was this, in effect, “No, you do not really know 
what God said. He said we can eat the fruit of the trees in the Gar¬ 
den, except for the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the Gar¬ 
den.” Eve knew she could eat of the tree of life which was in the gar¬ 
den, but Satan craftily made no reference to the tree of life. 

Eve did something else. She added to the words of God’s com¬ 
mand. She said that God said of the tree of the knowledge of good 
and evil, “Neither shall ye touch it.” Now evidently God did not for¬ 
bid them to touch the fruit of that tree. But may not Eve have 
grasped a truth we overlook? If she did not handle the fruit, she 
could not eat it. Did she not somehow realize that even to handle it 
would lead to eating it, and that in turn would lead to death? 

Nobody commits adultery out of the blue. There are always pre¬ 
paratory steps that precede the fatal step. David would never have 
committed adultery with Bathsheba, if he had not seen her bathing 
on the rooftop. It was the sight of Bathsheba that inflamed his appe- 
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tite. But it could have ended there. Instead, he sent for her. And it 
could have ended there, if she had refused to come. She was no less 
guilty than he. But before they were locked in their sinful embrace, 
there were decisions they made before the fact that led at last to the 
tragedy. So also with Eve in relation to Satan’s fiery dart. 

Satan’s answer to Eve was sly. He intimated that what God said 
was either designed to scare them or that even if it were real, it would 
hardly come to pass, “You shall not surely die.” “Ah, no,” Satan 
said, “if you eat, the result will surprise and thrill you. Ye shall be as 
gods, knowing good and evil.” So she ate and gave to Adam to eat 
and they died-because they chose to disbelieve the Word of the 
living God. 

There is one weapon that Satan uses today, an effective weapon 
which has brought manifold hurt to the Church of Jesus Christ and 
has wrought untold damage in the lives of multitudes. It has pro¬ 
duced numerous heresies, quenched the fires of evangelism, and ex¬ 
tinguished the passion for world missionary outreach in many 
places. It is an enemy of the Bible which it persistently undermines, 
and which it claims to be defective and, at least in parts, untrue. I am 
talking about: 

The Historical-Critical Method 

It is a big claim to assert that the use of the historical-critical 
method is a chief cause that makes necessary a book like this which 
proclaims that the Bible is the inerrant Word of God. But this is the 
fact. Where did the historical-critical method come from, what does 
it stand for, how is it being used, and why is it baneful? 

Where It Came From 

The historical-critical method is a relatively recent phenomenon 
in the long history of the Church. It goes back two centuries to 
Europe, and is most closely associated with the name of Johann 
Salomo Semler who is regarded as its originator. Professor Semler 
taught at the University of Halle. 

This university was steeped and grounded in pietism, which was 
a response to German theological rationalism that emphasized head 
knowledge without an accompanying heart response. In its early 
days, Halle produced an incomparable company of missionary vol¬ 
unteers who went to the ends of the earth with the Gospel. It was in¬ 
appropriate and unexpected that a University of this sort should later 
become the fountainhead of a methodology that would seek to de¬ 
stroy the written Word of God. But it did. In the case of J.S. Semler 
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we have a son of a German Lutheran pietist minister who rejected his 
father’s pietism. The pendulum swung full scale in the opposite di¬ 
rection. What was there about the views of this professor that hurt 
Scripture? 

What Its Presuppositions Are 

Professor Eugene F. Klug, a Lutheran scholar, in a foreword to 
Gerhard Maier’s book, The End of the Historical Critical Method , 
pinpoints the problem. He says that Semler 

not only handled the Bible as an object for historical scrutiny 
and criticism, but also as a book little different from and no 
more holy than any other, and surety not to be equated with the 
Word of God. Very plainly he was saying that he rejected the 
divine inspiration of the text. This was but a symptom of his to¬ 
tal theological stance, a tip of the iceberg so to speak. His was 
really a revolt against miracles and the supernatural in general, 
and against heaven in particular. God’s supernatural activity in 
history simply was not in Semler’s “book.” Not unexpectedly, 
under his and others’ hand, the Bible text and content suffered 
deliberate vivisection. The surgery was often quite radical and 
overt, without benefit of anaesthesia for those directly affected 
by it in the churches (p. 8). 

Gerhard Maier finds in one sentence from a book by Professor 
Semler the fundamental thesis of the historical-critical method. Sem¬ 
ler said, “The root of the evil (in theology) is the interchangeable use 
of the terms ‘Scripture’ and ‘Word of God’ ” (Ibid., p. 15). W'hat 
does this mean? 

Dr. Semler and those who follow this method today are saying 
Scripture is not the Word of God. There is the Word of God which 
may be found in Scripture, but much of Scripture cannot be called 
the Word of God. 

Let’s say it another way. The Church has always recognized that 
the canonical books constitute the Word of God. Once a New Testa¬ 
ment book is regarded as canonical it is the Word of God. But when 
anyone says that Scripture and the Word of God are not 
synonymous, we have the problem of discovering w'hat part of the 
canon is the Word of God. This makes it essential to find “the canon 
in the canon.” So, says Maier, a modern German scholar, E. Kaese- 
mann (Das Neue Testament als Kanon, Goettingen, 1970), can say 
that “in the New Testament, faith and superstition are both in the 
arena at the same time; he therefore wants to retreat from the incom¬ 
prehensible...‘superstition that everywhere in the canon only genuine 
faith is proclaimed’ ” (Ibid., p. 15). 
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A word is in order about the meaning of the terms “historical” 
and “critical.” What Semler, modern scholars, and historians mean 
by the use of the word “historical” is that the Bible is like any other 
book and can be approached the same way we approach any other 
book. When this is done, it effectively destroys the Bible. 

Approaching the Bible historically as we approach any other 
book is wrong in principle for several reasons. First, the Bible is the 
only book that has God for its author. Thus, it is unique. Second, 
the historical approach engenders doubt and produces disbelief. In 
the historical approach, the user can state his doubts particularly 
w ith respect to things that happened only once and for which there is 
no historical evidence. But if we come to the Scripture from the theo¬ 
logical-biblical standpoint, we can assume that anything the Bible 
states to have happened is possible. 

No historical approach can verify the one-time virgin birth, or 
the incarnation, or the meaning of Christ’s death on Calvary. 

The use of the word “critical” is far more serious than that of 
the word “historical.” We can and should have a properly defined 
“historical-biblical method” rather than a “critical” one. Indeed, 
the word “critical” includes the presupposition that not all of the 
Bible is the Word of God. The critical method works to find the 
canon in the canon, but it is impossible to do this. And no two mod¬ 
ern critics have ever come up with the same answers. 

The “critical” approach starts with the assumption that the 
Bible is composed of a divine Scripture and a human Scripture. But 
the Bible does not allow for itself to be so divided. It ends in subjec¬ 
tivity; for each man must discover the Word of God for himself, and 
why should someone else’s conclusions bind my conscience? 

Gerhard Maier correctly observes, “The higher-critical method, 
as a matter of basic principle, means a procedure in which the Bible 
is approached from an extra-Biblical position and w ith extra-Biblical 
standards, with the objective of discovering the Word of God in the 
process” (op. cit., p. 24). 

At the heart of the higher-critical method lies the assumption 
that there is something that stands above Scripture, that can pass 
judgment on Scripture; and whatever that is, it is superior to the Bi¬ 
ble as the source of religious knowledge. This cannot be. 

How the Higher Critical Method Is Used 

What we have said so far is but the briefest account of a com¬ 
plex and difficult matter that most people do not know about, or fail 
to understand. It should not be passed over lightly, however, and 
Christians should make a serious effort to understand it, for the use 



THE HISTORICAL-CRITICAL METHOD. THE BIBLE’S 87 

GREATEST OPPONENT 

of the higher-critical or historical-critical method lies at the heart of 
persistent attacks waged against an infallible Scripture. 

For a moment, consideration must be given to the way in which 
the principles of the historical-critical method are consciously or un¬ 
consciously applied (sometimes by earnest Christians); and in the 
process they effectively destroy scriptural infallibility and force peo¬ 
ple to find “the canon in the canon.” 

Revelational and Non-Revelational Scripture 

Some say there are two kinds of Scripture, revelational and non- 
revelational. Revelational Scripture is absolutely trustworthy; non- 
revelational Scripture has error in it. The true Word of God is found 
in revelational Scripture. 

As soon as this distinction is made, trouble begins. The distinc¬ 
tion does not come from the Bible itself. It comes from the outside, 
and is imposed on Scripture. This principle destroys the objective 
status of the Bible and throws it into the realm of the subjective im¬ 
mediately. It also connotes the mistaken notion that Scripture is 
composed of that which is human and fallible as well as that which is 
divine and infallible. 

Who decides what Scripture is revelational and true, over 
against that which is non-revelational and erroneous? Each reader of 
the Bible must decide this for himself, and there is no single standard 
against which the opinions of men can be weighed. What I think, will 
differ from what you think, and no two people think alike. Those 
who hold this view must search for the canon in the canon. And they 
will never find it. They are lost on the sea of subjectivity. 

Science versus Scripture 

Can the Bible be trusted in matters of history and the cosmos? 
Francis Schaeffer has asked this question and written a small book to 
defend the truthfulness of the first eleven chapters of Genesis, which 
speak of creation and of the first man, Adam. 

At stake here are several issues. One is whether the account of 
Adam’s creation can be harmonized with the prevailing views of so 
many scientists, including some Christian scientists who are evolu¬ 
tionists. The second issue is whether the Bible is telling us the truth 
when it says Adam was the first man, and that Cain and Abel were 
his sons. 

One thing stands out starkly. The Bible itself says that Adam 
was an immediate creation and he was the first man. The genealogi¬ 
cal tables in Chronicles and in Luke pinpoint the fact that these writ- 
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ers believed and taught that the whole of the human race has de¬ 
scended from Adam. 

In the book of Romans, Paul speaks of the first and second 
Adam. He also teaches that sin entered the human race through 
Adam. If there was no first Adam, then sin could not have entered 
through a non-existent person. If the first Adam was not a person, 
why should we believe the second Adam was historical? 

If Adam really was the first man, but came in evolutionary 
fashion from a sub-human form of life, then the biblical account 
must be myth or saga. But if it is not historical, why should we be¬ 
lieve that part of it which says Adam was the first man? 

Whichever way men explain away the straightforward account 
of Scripture about the creation of Adam and the fact that he was the 
first man, they end up by introducing into Scripture one of the prin¬ 
ciples that is intrinsic to the liberal historical-critical method. They 
are saying the Bible is not telling us the truth, and they are putting 
the views of Science above Scripture—to sit in judgment on Scrip¬ 
ture. However, once this is done, the end is the same. Not all of 
Scripture is the Word of God, and you must find the canon in the 
canon. Subjectivity reigns and the objective character of revelation is 
lost. 

Faith and Practice 

We have noted that some limit biblical authority and trust¬ 
worthiness to matters of faith and practice. This means that Scrip¬ 
ture has error in it, in matters that do not pertain to faith and prac¬ 
tice. But nowhere in Scripture is any distinction made by w'hich it can 
be determined what parts of Scripture do not pertain to matters of 
faith and practice. 

Once Scripture is breached and error acknowledged, holding to 
infallibility in matters of faith and practice loses credibility. Immedi¬ 
ately, we must determine what the specific matters of faith are. Is the 
virgin birth a matter of faith? There are many who say that the virgin 
birth of Jesus is an explanation to account for the incarnation, but it 
never really happened. Jesus, they say, actually had a human father. 
Once you open the door to error, it is impossible to deliver matters of 
faith and practice from ambiguity, compromise, and denial. 

A seminary professor a few years ago polled the faculties of a 
number of institutions. He found out that 40% of the professors did 
not believe that Jesus is God. They are Unitarians. If Scripture has 
error in it, who is to say with any assurance that the deity of Jesus is 
true? If there are historical errors, may not His deity be one of them? 
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In that event it cannot be a matter of faith, for it wouldn’t be true. 
And what is not true, plainly ought not to be asserted or believed. 

Once you say that the truthfulness of Scripture is limited to mat¬ 
ters of faith and practice, you have fallen into one of the presupposi¬ 
tions of higher criticism which teaches that not all of Scripture is the 
Word of God. You are right back trying to find the canon in the 
canon, with the loss of objectivity and submissions to subjectivity in 
place thereof. 

Ethics 

In the area of ethics, the key question revolves around matters 
of practice, i.e., how I live and conduct myself--the day by day de¬ 
cisions of life. We will assume for a moment in this connection that 
the infallibility of the Bible is limited to matters of faith and practice. 
But we will see that the same old problems arise and even those 
Scriptures that are supposed to be true are not really true. 

We have already quoted a former theological seminary dean 
who, among other things, said that “bad ethical standards” are 
found in the Bible. Certainly this involves matters of practice and, 
believe it or not, matters of faith. We will introduce a second illus¬ 
tration before drawing a conclusion. 

A recent writer discusses the teaching of the Bible about the re¬ 
lationship of husband and wife. This is part and parcel of the Chris¬ 
tian ethic and a matter of practice. In his discussion, the writer says 
that the apostle Paul taught subordination of the wife to the husband 
in the book of Ephesians. Then he says that what Paul taught in Ga¬ 
latians contradicts what he taught in Ephesians. He concludes that 
the teaching in Ephesians is rabbinical teaching that may have been 
true at one time, but certainly is no longer because of the new teach¬ 
ing in Galatians. What do we say to all of this? 

Both cases illustrate the same point. Some of the ethical teach¬ 
ings having to do with matters of practice are not true. They are er¬ 
roneous. Whatever is erroneous cannot be the Word of God, for 
God cannot teach error or tell us to do what is wrong. Let’s be very 
specific. If Paul’s teaching in Ephesians is wrong, then there is 
wrong ethical teaching and at least this part of Ephesians cannot be 
the Word of God. 

If Paul is in error in one of his ethical teachings, how do I know 
he is right in any other teachings? Which teachings shall I accept or 
reject, and why? Curiously, the book of Galatians was written be¬ 
fore the book of Ephesians. Since Ephesians came later, should we 
not suppose that the later teaching is the correct one? Why should I 
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accept Galatians over Ephesians, or vice versa? Surely Galatians and 
Ephesians are not in conflict with each other. Galatians says that 
there is neither male nor female in Christ. But this refers to the be¬ 
liever’s relationship to Christ in salvation and has nothing whatever 
to do with the headship of the husband in marriage. 

Since the writer of whom we speak here professes to believe the 
Bible to be the infallible rule of faith and practice, we quickly per¬ 
ceive that he has consciously or unconsciously fallen into the sub¬ 
jective mode of life and of necessity must find the canon in the can¬ 
on. In other words, he must find the canon in the canon even in mat¬ 
ters of faith and practice, as well as in matters that are not supposed 
to relate to faith and practice. The human words of the Bible and the 
divine words must be found and separated. And even if this were 
right in principle—which it isn’t—no one has been able to do this, 
for it cannot be done. 

Situationism 

If in ethics the question we have just discussed is ruinous of 
Scripture, situation ethics goes far beyond this and involves a prin¬ 
ciple of biblical interpretation that coincides with the presupposi¬ 
tions of higher criticism. 

At least in the discussion of ethics, the presumption is that while 
there are bad ethics in the Bible there are good ethics as well. And 
this approach supposes that there are some good ethics, which are 
absolute and ought not to be broken. 

Situation ethics relativizes all of ethics except perhaps for an ill- 
defined or undefined law of love. This viewpoint says that no one 
needs to make a decision on the basis of any human or divine rules or 
laws that are always true and always binding. The circumstances, not 
any rules, determine what the decision should be. 

Situation ethics says that it is impossible to say that lying, 
cheating, stealing, fornication, adultery, homosexuality, drunken¬ 
ness, murder, or anything else is absolute. It may be right and proper 
to do any one of these things depending on the circumstances, and 
no one can say in advance what is right; and it can only be known by 
the person who makes the immediate existential decision in his situa¬ 
tion. 

Now' it is true that there are many things about which the Bible 
says nothing. It certainly does not say w'hether men should or should 
not have beards, whether women should wear lipstick and paint their 
fingernails. But where the Bible does speak and where it lays down 
absolutes such as in the commandments of God, it can never be right 
to do for any reason what they specifically prohibit. 
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Situation ethics destroys the normativity of Scripture in matters 
of practice, and when this is done a principle inherent in the histori¬ 
cal-critical method takes precedence over the principle of Scripture. 
The search then is on to find the canon, for all of Scripture is no 
longer the Word of God. Subjectivity once again reigns supreme, 
and the objectivity of the Bible is lost. 

Hermeneutics 

The use of wrong principles of hermeneutics (interpretation) in¬ 
troduces into Scripture that which once again forces the reader to 
search for the canon in the canon. A few illustrations will suffice. 

There are biblical scholars who say that Paul did not write the 
book of Ephesians or the Pastoral Epistles and that Peter did not 
write 2 Peter. In all of these cases, the books in question claim to 
have been written by Paul or Peter, as the case may be. 

There are Bible scholars who say that the Book of Jonah is fic¬ 
tion, not fact, although the words of Jesus show that He considered 
it to be factual and not fictional. Other scholars say that Isaiah 40-66 
was not written by the prophet Isaiah, although John’s Gospel as¬ 
serts that the second half of the book is Isaianic. Some scholars claim 
that the book of Daniel was written after the events (around 167 b.c.), 
instead of before the events prophesied (around 600 b.c.) which the 
book itself makes clear. 

Years ago, Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam of the Methodist Church 
said that God never ordered the slaughter of the Midianites and any 
God who did this is a “Dirty Bully.’’ Yet the Scripture says God did 
just that, and claims that God is holy, just, and righteous. 

Still others say that God did not and could not have ordered 
Abraham to offer up Isaac as a burnt offering on Mt. Moriah. What 
does all of this mean? 

In every case, it means that people who hold these views reject 
what the Scriptures assert. They do it, not on the basis of Scripture, 
but on the basis of so-called evidence outside of Scripture that is used 
to judge Scripture. Or they do it because it is their subjective opinion 
that what happened is not credible. Now if what these critics assert is 
true, then at least these parts of the Bible are untrue. And what is un¬ 
true cannot be the Word of God. 

We are right back in the same muddle. We must find the canon 
in the canon, and this cannot be done. Moreover if that which claims 
to have been written by Paul, for example, was not written by Paul, 
why should we believe the rest of it, when we can’t believe what it 
claims about the authorship? 
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When the interpretation of Scripture negates Scripture, then 
Scripture’s uniqueness has been fractured, its infallibility sundered, 
and once more subjectivity is the order of the day. 

Redaction Criticism 

Two other illustrations will suffice, although the case could be 
continued almost indefinitely. Redaction Criticism is the latest vari¬ 
ant of the higher critical method. It is a reaction against Form Criti¬ 
cism, of which Rudolph Bultmann is perhaps the best known expo¬ 
nent. 

In Form Criticism as it relates to the Gospels, the purpose is to 
get behind the words of Jesus to find what He really said, because 
most of what the Gospels say He said, He never really said. Redac¬ 
tion Criticism argues that the Gospel writers were not historians, but 
theologians. In developing their respective theologies, they put 
words into Jesus’ mouth that He never said, and they ascribed to 
Him things He never did. In other words, they invented these things 
so as to give credence to the theology they wanted to develop. 

If the Gospels are only theological and not historical and they 
tell us about things Jesus never said or did, then they are not trust¬ 
worthy history and we’re back trying to find the true canon of the 
Word of God in a Scripture that is both true and false. Once this 
principle is applied to the Gospel, the consequences are mindbog- 
gling. Normativity is forever lost, and anybody can make the Gos¬ 
pels say or not say anything they please. 

The Purpose of God--Heilsgeschichte vs. Historic 

Another straightjacket that is imposed on Scripture is the one 
that stresses the purpose of God which is to save men at the expense 
of fact and biblical inerrancy. This view effectively divides Scripture 
into two parts. Salvation history (what the Germans call heilsge- 
schichte) is what counts. History (historie) which deals with facts and 
figures, or the nuts and bolts, doesn’t make any difference. 

In this view, God infallibly accomplishes His purpose, which is 
to get men saved. He does it through an imperfect and fallible Word. 
No one, of course, should deny the fact that God is sovereign and 
that His purposes cannot be annulled. But to say that this is done 
through God’s own inspired vehicle and that the inspired vehicle 
cannot be trusted in all of its parts is to deny any credible meaning to 
inspiration. But more than that. 

If God is to infallibly accomplish His purpose, w hich is to save 
men, even that cannot come about unless there are some parts of the 
Bible that are both true in themselves and trustworthy. In other 
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words, there must be statements in the Bible that are dependable. If 
there are not, then we are saved by a God we are not sure exists, who 
may or may not have had a son, who may or may not have been born 
of a virgin, who may or may not have died on a cross, who we think 
may possibly have risen from the dead, and on whom, possibly, we 
may or may not believe with no assurance that we have been saved. 
We only hope so. 

Those who talk glibly about the infallible purpose of God must 
say there is either nothing at all in Scripture which is objectively true, 
or that there are parts of Scripture which are historical, true, and ac¬ 
curate. Whichever way they decide, they must end up either with no 
Scripture they can trust, or only some Scripture they can trust. If 
they limit what they can trust to some Scripture, they are right back 
with the advocates of the historical-critical methodology. They must 
find the Word of God in Scripture they can trust-i.e., the canon in 
the canon and this is the old subjectivity, for no two higher critics 
have ever agreed on what the canon in the canon is. 

The Conclusion 

This survey of the historical-critical method and illustrations of 
how it is used intentionally or unintentionally is indeed brief. Whole 
works should be devoted to this alone and able evangelical scholars 
should undertake the task. There can be no doubt, however, that the 
historical-critical methodology approaches the Bible in such a way 
that the infallibility or inerrancy of the Word of God cannot be up¬ 
held. This is why a large segment of the Christian church is seeking 
to find the canon in the canon. Because they have taught the histori¬ 
cal-critical method, Scripture cannot be the Word of God. The Word 
of God is to be found in Scripture instead. 

One critic of the historical-critical method said: 

The point we are stressing is that the historical-critical method 
denies the role of transcendence in the history of Jesus as well as 
in the Bible as a whole, not as a result of scientific studies of the 
evidences, but because of its philosophical presuppositions 
about the nature of history...The historical-critical method ex¬ 
cludes by definition that which I believe...(George E. Ladd, In¬ 
terpretation: A Journal of Theologv (Vol. XXV, No. 1, Jan. 
1971, pp. 50,57). 

It was Martin Luther who said there is a difference between the 
apostles and us. The apostles are the infallible teachers. We “may err 
and fall in faith,” but not they. 

According to this, the apostles in their statements in Scripture are 
infallible, because God has sent them to us as teachers. Inspira- 
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tion here aims at the infallibility and the certainty of the faith 
which depends on this Word. Inspiration lifts Scripture above 
all human utterances as well as above all access by human criti¬ 
cism and, notwithstanding the fact that it was written by men, 
gives it the attributes and the preeminence of divine discourse. 
‘When God speaks through man, that is a far different thing 
than man himself speaking.’ From this Luther concludes: ‘So 
nothing but the divine words should be the first principles of 
Christians, but the words of all men are conclusions which are 
derived therefrom and must be led back to them and verified by 
them.’ From here we arrive in a straight line at the convictions 
and formulations of late orthodoxy after Luther, where we read 
in the Examen of Hollaz or the Epitome of Calixt: ‘Whatever 
Holy Scripture teaches is unfailingly true,’ supplemented and 
supported by the thesis: ‘In the most exact sense of the concept 
the Holy Scriptures are the Word of God’ (Maier, op. cit., p. 65). 




We started our journey by posing four questions-Where did I 
come from? Who am I? Why am I here? and Where am I going? We 
have asserted that these are religious questions, and that in seeking to 
obtain answers to these questions we must be sure of two things: 
(1) We must be sure we have gone to the right source for our knowl¬ 
edge, and (2) We must be sure that the source from which we get our 
knowledge is itself telling us the truth. 

We have said that the Bible is the source of our know ledge. It is 
the self-revelation of God, and has in it the answers to our basic 
questions. We have also said that the Bible is the only trustworthy 
source for our religious knowledge; that what is says can be trusted; 
and that the books that comprise the canon of the Old and New 
Testaments are true in all of their parts. They do not tell us lies; we 
can depend on what God says in them. How does the Bible answer 
the questions we have asked? 

Answers - Where Did I Come From?-Orfgins 

The question “W'here did 1 come from?’' has to do w'ith my ori¬ 
gins. At a very early age, most children ask, “Mommy, where did I 
come from?” The old story that the stork brings babies has given 
way to more realistic and factual accounts of how babies are con¬ 
ceived and are born. But these answers, while true enough, hardly 


96 


GOD'S INCOMPARABLE WORD 


skim the surface of the persistent question how human life came into 
being in the first place. 

There are only a few possible answers to questions about man’s 
beginnings. We can say that we don’t know. That’s an answer, but it 
is not a satisfactory one and most people go beyond it. After that, we 
are left with two possible answers: that of the evolutionist a.id that 
of the theist. We must remember, however, that there are two theis- 
tic answers to the question. We do have theistic evolutionists, and 
special or immediate creationists. 

The naturalist or evolutionist says that man is a part of nature 
and is derived from pre-existing forms of animal life that have come, 
in turn, from lower forms of life until we get back to the first cell. 
The naturalist or evolutionist must then answer the question, 
“Where did matter come from?’’ Phrased another way it is this, “If 
man comes from nature through the evolutionary process, does mat¬ 
ter have a beginning or has it always existed?” If it had a beginning, 
then there must have been a first cause, and that first cause could 
only have been God, whose existence naturalists and many evolu¬ 
tionists deny. Thus they must conclude that matter is eternal; there 
was no beginning. 

This viewpoint leads relentlessly to current atheistic existential¬ 
ism, which has for its philosophical centerpiece the notion that life is 
really meaningless—it makes no sense. And who would disagree with 
this conclusion, given the underlying presupposition of atheism, 
naturalism, and evolution? Where man came from, given this start¬ 
ing point, makes no difference anyhow. But this much we do know: 
those who hold this view are not agnostic. They do have answers. 
Professor George Gaylord Simpson of Harvard University says, “In 
the post-Darwinian world another answer seems fairly clear: man is 
responsible to himself and for himself” ( Science, April 1, 1960, 
p. 974). Harlow Shapley, director of the Harvard Observatory, said, 
“Our God is humanity; our creed is effective participation in univer¬ 
sal evolution” (Beyond the Observatory, Scribner, 1967, p. 171). 
Professor Michael Ghiselin, University of California teacher, argues 
that the evolutionary hypothesis makes supernaturalism obsolete 
and God “a superfluous hypothesis” ( Science, March 9, 1973, 
p. 964). For them, man is part of nature, the beginning and end of 
everything. He is here for a time but disappears without leaving more 
than a trace; and has no continuing existence. He is simply a tempo¬ 
rary manifestation of a higher form of life that is derived from lower 
forms in an ascending scale. 

Once we get beyond the “1 don’t know” answer and beyond the 
naturalistic, atheistic answer we arrive at the third—and only 
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other—response to the question about man’s origins, the theistic. 
This category as we have said, comprises two different schools of 
thought, special creationists and theistic evolutionists. They hold 
certain views in common, if they are Christians. Both regard man as 
creature and God as creator. Both agree that man was made for 
God, is responsible to God, is fallen, and needs redemption. From 
the theological perspective, the Christian theistic evolutionist opens 
himself to criticism that the special creationist does not face. 

The first question theistic evolutionists must answer is whether 
matter is eternal. 1 know of no biblical theistic evolutionists who 
would argue for the eternity of matter. Thus, before matter there 
was only God, who is Spirit. If this be true, then in principle it would 
be possible for God to make man ex nihilo. The question would not 
be whether God could do this, but what God actually did do. It is 
here that theistic evolutionists tie man into the processes of nature. 

Once science is introduced, it raises these questions in connec¬ 
tion with man’s origins: “What is the relationship between science 
and the Bible? What do we do if and when the so-called sure conclu¬ 
sions (which they are not) of science appear to contradict what we 
read in the Bible? Do we interpret the Bible so that it agrees with 
science or assume that the Bible is incorrect? But when the teaching 
of the Bible seemingly cannot be reconciled with science, do we then 
let science sit in judgment on the Bible or do we let the Bible sit in 
judgment on science?” 

We have already said that we believe the Bible to be true in all of 
its parts, including those parts that speak about man’s origins. The 
theistic evolutionary approach forces us into a hermeneutic (an inter¬ 
pretation) which regards the creation accounts as saga or myth rather 
than history and fact. This, in turn, does gross violence to other 
didactic portions of the Bible (e.g., Romans and Galatians) and 
creates other problems for which there are no answers. In the light of 
this, let’s take a hard look at the special-creation view. 

By special creation, we mean that man did not come from prior 
existing forms of life. The biblical account of Genesis does say that 
God fashioned man from the dust of the earth. It can be argued that 
dust had in it elements of life such as bacteria. This appears quite ap¬ 
propriate. But when we speak about creation from the dust of the 
earth and say man did not come from prior existing forms of life, the 
meaning is clear: man did not come from earlier forms of vertebrate 
life; he did not exist as a sub-human with a body similar to, or com¬ 
parable to, Adam’s body; Adam did not come from pre-existent ani¬ 
mal life. Adam was an immediate creation of God, who fashioned 
him from the dust of the ground. 
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It is only fair to note that there are people who claim to be part 
of the community of faith who do not believe that the Adam of Gen¬ 
esis was a real person. Thus a man like John A.T. Robinson, an 
Anglican bishop and author of Honest to God, could write “...For 
Jesus, unlike Adam, was (his italics) a historical individual.” (Can 
We Trust theNew Testament ?Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977, p. 28). 

Bishop Robinson says that “...had (Samuel Wilberforce and 
those who believed in special creation) won the day against Thomas 
Huxley and his allies, it would be impossible now to be a Christian 
and a scientist. The cause of the faith would have suffered irrepara¬ 
ble damage—whereas in fact the stories of the creation and the fall 
(my italics) have now been liberated to become far more meaning¬ 
ful...” {Ibid.). 

The Bible, which we believe, says that Adam was the first man; 
from him all future human life was to spring. Some say that the He¬ 
brew word for Adam is a generic term meaning only “man.” This is 
quite true, but it hardly proves anything significant. Virtually every 
human name springs from common words. David means “beloved”; 
Joshua means “Yahweh saves”; Henry means “ruler of the home”; 
Ralph means “wolf in counsel”; William means “desired helmet.” 
For the name Adam to mean “man” hardly supposes that the word 
did not refer to a specific person who was the first of the human 
species. 

Adam was regarded as the first man by the biblical writers. In 
First Chronicles 1, the genealogical table begins with Adam. Since 
the other people named in the table are obviously historical, who 
could deny that at least in the understanding of the chronicler, Adam 
was the beginner of the human race? In the New Testament genea¬ 
logical table given by Luke (3:23 ff.), he traces the descendants of 
Jesus straight back to Adam, whom he designates as “the son of 
God.” 

The Apostle Paul builds his theology of redemption in Romans 
around the first and the second Adams. Jesus, for Paul, is the second 
Adam. The first Adam was the inhabitant of the Garden of Eden, 
our first ancestor through whom original sin came with all of its con¬ 
sequences. And it was the first man’s sin that made necessary the sec¬ 
ond Adam’s sacrifice on the cross of Calvary. To argue that the first 
Adam was a mythical figure while holding that the second Adam was 
true man, boggles the imagination and turns Scripture on its head. 
Moreover, if there was no first Adam, from whence did original sin 
come? The Bible allows for no other explanation for the intrusion of 
sin into the human race, once Adam is regarded as non-historical. 
Clearly, the Bible teaches that the entire human race springs from the 
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first ancestor Adam, and that he came from God as a special and im¬ 
mediate creation. 

What adds significance to the creation story is the account of 
Eve’s beginnings. There are only two possible approaches to the 
Genesis account of Eve’s creation: either it must be regarded as 
mythical, or it must be accepted as non-evolutionary in character. 
There is nothing in the biblical account that could make possible the 
evolution of Eve from previously existing animal forms. A deep 
sleep came upon Adam. God removed a rib from his rib cage. God 
fashioned Eve out of that rib that he took from Adam’s body. No 
evolutionary proposal could possibly digest this information and 
make sense out of it from that standpoint. 

What is clear is this, however: to accept the story of Eve’s be¬ 
ginnings as given in Genesis in any historical sense is to knock the 
theory of evolution into a cocked hat. It brings to bear upon the 
creative process divine intervention, that drives the uniformitarian 
hypothesis and the endless eons of evolutionary development into 
the ground. If, in the face of the biblical data, the theistic evolution¬ 
ist chooses to accept the hypothesis of some scientists, he at least 
should be conscious of what he is doing to the Bible in the process. 
He no longer makes it the source book for his knowledge of origins. 
In place thereof, he chooses the verdict of science and allows it to sit 
in judgment on the Bible rather than letting the Bible sit in judgment 
on science. 

The long-held view derived from the Bible, that God created 
Adam immediately out of the dust of the ground, is by far the most 
acceptable explanation of the biblical data. It makes unnecessary the 
reduction of that data to myth or saga. It places the revelation of 
God above science, without creating problems for Christian scien¬ 
tists who accept the supernatural and regard miracles as part of the 
data of Scripture. And it answers the question, “Where did I come 
from?” in a way that makes sense and is in accord with the integrity 
of the Bible, whose inner harmony would be fractured by the accept¬ 
ance of other viewpoints. 

Who Am I?--Identity 

The Bible states that man was made in the image of God. Adam 
was a moral and spiritual being. He was free and rational. He could 
think God’s thoughts after Him. He had the power of contrary 
choice. Man is generically different from animals. Man has a body, 
but he also is spoken of as having a spirit and soul. So Paul prays for 
each Thessalonian believer that his or her “spirit and soul and body 
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be kept sound and blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ” 
(1 Thessalonians 5:23). 

The Bible tells us that Adam and Eve set up housekeeping in the 
Garden of Eden, and God provided everything they needed. They 
were commanded to tend the Garden and enjoy its fruit. They were 
rightly related to their Creator and lived in innocence without any 
knowledge or experience of sin. It was truly a paradise which was 
theirs to enjoy forever. But since they were moral creatures and had 
the power of contrary choice, God made it possible for them to walk 
forever in fellowship with Him, or break the relationship. 

The Genesis account states that God planted many trees in the 
Garden of Eden. But only two trees are named: the tree of life, and 
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Everything belonged to 
Adam and Eve except one thing. They were forbidden by God to eat 
of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. They were 
warned that this would be the sole test of their obedience, of their 
fealty, and of their loyalty to God and His one command. They were 
not forbidden to eat of the fruit of the tree of life. So long as they 
obeyed the one restriction laid on them by God they were free, holy, 
rightly related to their Creator, and would be able to live without 
fear, without sickness, without pain, without sorrow, and without 
death. 

The story of Adam and Eve is your story and mine. It is the 
story of the disobedience of our first parents and their fall into the 
abyss. They became what they were not when first they were placed 
in the Garden. They were separated from God and consigned to ex¬ 
pulsion from their paradise. It was indeed fitting for John Milton to 
title his epic poem Paradise Lost. But the loss of the Garden was only 
a small fraction of what they suffered for their disobedience. To 
each was given a sentence, and to both was given, in addition to pen¬ 
alties of which we shall speak in a moment, the sentence of death. 
But before they died they were to suffer or smart for their disobedi¬ 
ence. 

Eve was told that she would have pain in childbearing and that 
her husband was to rule over her. The pain of childbearing has been 
as nothing compared to the subordination that has been the lot of 
women to their husbands ever since. Indeed, many women have suf¬ 
fered under this yoke. Today, many wish to be delivered from it. 
And when they seek to do so, they are only repeating the sin of their 
mother Eve. What God said in Genesis about Eve’s subordination to 
her husband is repeated by Paul in Ephesians. To allege either that 
the Genesis account is myth, or that the penalty does not apply to be¬ 
lievers in this age, is to destroy Scripture as normative. 
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To Adam was given the bad news that the earth was now cursed; 
thorns and thistles should abound; in the sweat of his brow would he 
labor for his food and for the food of his wife which he was to sup¬ 
ply. They were then expelled from the Garden, given clothes to wear, 
and forbidden to eat of the tree of life which was now guarded with a 
flaming sword so that they could not eat. The penalties attached to 
Adam were different from those given to Eve but they were no less 
onerous and men have sought deliverance from them to this very 
hour. 

But the full penalty for Adam’s transgression included the 
promise of death. He would suffer while he lived and he would also 
die. He had come from the earth and he would be swallowed up by 
the earth when his dead body was returned to it. But there was a 
greater penalty yet. He would not only suffer death; he would be 
separated from God, and this because he was now a sinner. This is 
my story (and yours) when I ask the question, “Who am I?” I am 
made in the image of God, but that image has been defaced and 
marred and I am lost and undone, without hope in this world or in 
the world to come. I am a lost soul wandering in the wilderness. I 
cannot find my way out. Indeed, 1 am a son of God because He 
made me. But I have abandoned my father’s home, given up my pat¬ 
rimony, and I have become a wanderer over the face of the earth. I 
have no certain dwelling place. I am filled with fear. I experience 
tragedy and sorrow. I find that life is bondage and death does not 
solve my problems. O wretched man that I am, who shall deliver me 
from my sad estate? 

God has disclosed my identity to me in the Bible. He has 
sketched for me my sad situation. I am the prodigal who gave up 
everything in exchange for something I thought was desirable. I dis¬ 
covered that I got nothing for my pains, while I had lost everything. I 
can’t live with myself. I can’t live with anybody else. I’m like a ship 
without a crew on the high seas amid a violent storm. Even if I had a 
place to go, I do not know where it is, or how to get there. 

Is this all the Bible has to tell me about myself? Is there no hope 
for me in the midst of my darkness? “If you made me like yourself, 
O God, have you abandoned me forever?” Glory be to the God who 
condemned me and whose strong arm is set against me. He, says the 
Bible, loves me still. He seeks after me. He wants me to come home. 
And this has to do with the question, “Why am I here?” 

Why Am I Here?--Purpose 

I am here because God put me here. And God’s intention for me 
is that I should come to know Him who made me and is the author of 
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everlasting life. God wants me to be restored to fellowship with Him 
and to live forever. He wants me to recover the Paradise that Adam 
and Eve lost. He wants me to worship and to adore Him. He wants 
me to enjoy my Creator forever. 

Adam was kept from the tree of life. But God has made Jesus 
Christ His Son the tree of life for me. There is a sense in which I am 
just like Adam except that the situation is completely reversed. 
Adam was a saint who became a sinner. I am a sinner who needs to 
become a saint. Adam was innocent. I am not. Adam needed no re¬ 
deemer. I do. Adam only had to keep from eating the fruit of the tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil. I have eaten. Adam was not sepa¬ 
rated from God. I am. But God has left me with a choice. I must eat 
of the tree of life, if I am to regain what I lost in Adam. I am alive, so 
this remains a possibility for me so long as I live. I am here and faced 
with life’s greatest decision. This is what the Bible is all about. It is 
my Book of hope. It is my Book of freedom. It is my Book of libera¬ 
tion. It is the Book that brings me to the tree of life. 

I am here that I may experience the grace of God in my life. I 
am here so that what Jesus Christ did on Calvary when He died for 
my sins may bring about my deliverance. The Bible tells me that God 
was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself. This Book tells me 
that God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten son. This 
Book tells me that by faith in Jesus Christ 1 can inherit the gift of 
everlasting life. This Book opens the doorway to heaven and makes 
possible what no other book and no other religion can do. This 
Book, which is the Word of God written, leads straight to the Word 
of God incarnate. 

Jesus is the tree of life. If I eat of His body and drink of His 
blood I shall get back the life that I lost in Adam. If I do this, I shall 
discover that life has meaning and purpose. I shall become a child of 
God. I shall become a joint heir with Jesus Christ in His kingdom. I 
shall have all that I need for the living of this life, and for that life 
which is to come. I am here that I might choose Jesus. I am here so 
that others can know from my life and my testimony that what Jesus 
did for me He can do for them. 

I am here to do battle with Satan, the archenemy of God and 
Jesus Christ. I am here to fight the good fight and to lay hold of eter¬ 
nal life. I have been promised that in this life I shall have tribulation. 
There are foes to face; there are battles to be fought and won; there 
are fields to be conquered. But there is a power available which 
makes it possible for me to do what I have been commanded to do. 
In brief, I am here to glorify God. And how is it possible for me to 
do this? First, I glorify God when I believe His Word and come to 
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Jesus Christ for salvation and for restoration to His fellowship. Sec¬ 
ond, I glorify God when I commit my life without reservation to God 
for whatever it is that He wants me to be and what He wants to do 
with me. Third, I glorify God when I am under the control of His 
Holy Spirit. Fourth, I glorify God when 1 walk in obedience to His 
commandments and they are not grievous to me. 

What is the answer to the last of life’s great, great questions, 
“Where am I going?’’ We all know that death is inevitable. We all 
know that no U-Haul ever follows a hearse. We cannot take any¬ 
thing with us. We leave this earth as we came into it--empty-handed. 
What happens when we die? 

What Happens When I Die?--Destiny 

The Bible opens the door for us to peer into eternity. It paints a 
graphic picture of life after death. It is a black and white sketch of 
opposites. The contrast is so enormous that it is frightening. We are 
told that the hereafter consists of two places. One is good; the other 
is bad. The differences between them are such that no one could 
possibly mistake one for the other. There is a larger and a smaller as¬ 
pect to the situation. 

The larger or cosmic aspect of the hereafter involves two per¬ 
sons: God and Satan. There is a terrible warfare going on between 
them. It is a struggle of life and death. At this moment, life consists 
in a dualism. There is a malignant force headed up by Satan that is 
evil. Evil overcame good in the Garden of Eden. We have already 
mentioned the consequences that befell Adam and Eve because they 
sided with Satan rather than with God. But there is more to it than 
that. 

Adam and Eve lost something when they sinned. Satan gained 
something. It is important that we see this. Satan, by Adam’s sin, 
wrested control of the planet earth from God. It became his planet. 
He is its sovereign lord. It is, for a while, his domain. But his control 
is not uncontested. God has entered enemy territory in the person of 
Jesus Christ, God’s Son, who has invaded earth for the purpose of 
regaining control. The Son was sent by His Father to win the day, 
and He will give this planet back to His Father when the victory is 
won at last. Let it be said, however, that the earth is enemy territory. 

The work of Jesus is twofold. It has to do with people and ter¬ 
ritory. For a king to be a king he must have a country and people. 
Jesus has come to win people to His side. For without people there 
can be no kingdom. And He has come to regain possession of the 
planet that Satan has seized by force, for without territory there can 
be no kingdom. 
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There are three events related to the work of Jesus. The first has 
to do with the incarnation. Jesus had to become man. He had to se¬ 
cure a beachhead in the enemy’s territory. He came as a baby in 
Bethlehem. And Satan’s follower, King Herod, sought to stamp out 
the infant Jesus by his slaughter of the innocents. But he failed in his 
attempt. 

The second pivotal event in the life of Jesus was the Cross of 
Calvary. Here we encounter what appears to be a shocking paradox. 
The good one dies. The Devil seems to have gained the victory. But a 
great mystery is wrapped up in this event. The death of Jesus is es¬ 
sential to regaining the Paradise that was lost. By His death. He con¬ 
quered death and from His death there flows endless life! 

At Calvary, Jesus dealt a deathblow to Satan. In principle, the 
battle is already won. In fact Satan has been mortally wounded, but 
he is not yet finally overcome. In his dying moments, he thrashes 
about seeking to devour all he can. He knows he must lose control 
and possession of this planet. But he intends to carry with him in his 
death as many of God’s human creatures as he can. He wants com¬ 
pany in that final resting place which shall be his. 

The earth at this point in history is a battleground. The whole 
creation groans waiting for its deliverance. The souls of men hang in 
the balance, and whether they will side with Satan or go with God is 
the great question. Men, so long as they live in the flesh, are in a state 
of probation. But when death comes their probation is ended. Their 
destiny is determined. Their condition is fixed forever. What hap¬ 
pens to men after death is determined before they die, not after. 

It is Jesus who says clearly that when men die they go either to 
one place or another. In Luke 16:19 ff., Jesus told the story about 
the rich man and Lazarus. The contrast between the two men while 
they were on earth is quite extreme. The contrast between them after 
death is more extreme. One went to “heaven” and the other to 
“hell.” These words require some explanation. But before we con¬ 
sider them, a few observations are in order. 

Jesus teaches us in this story that immediately upon death every¬ 
one goes to one of the two places. He teaches that the dead are con¬ 
scious and are aware of where they are. He indicates that the place to 
which a man goes is fixed, and there can be no change in a person’s 
estate after death. One place consists in unbroken suffering; the 
other consists in unbroken felicity and joy. 

What Jesus talks about in this account has to do with the inter¬ 
mediate estate. For we learn from other Scripture there is a resurrec¬ 
tion of both the saved and the unsaved. And there is a judgment seat 
of Christ for believers at which rewards will be handed out. There is 
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a judgment of the wicked dead which is called the judgment of the 
Great White Throne. In the period between death and the resurrec¬ 
tion of the dead, when body and soul are reunited, is this intermedi¬ 
ate estate-a place of sorrow and a place of happiness, but not the 
final abode of the saved and the lost. 

The final resting place of the people of God is the New Jerusa¬ 
lem, a prepared city that shall come down from God out of heaven. 
It is described in Revelation 21:9 ff. In this city there is “a pure river 
of water of life.” And there is ‘‘the tree of life,” the same tree that 
was in the Garden of Eden. The people of God shall live forever in 
the New Jerusalem. The Lamb is the light, the gates are always open, 
and nothing enters that can ever defile it. 

The final resting place of the wicked dead is the lake of fire 
where the Devil, the beast, and the false prophet shall go. Here they 
who have tormented their victims shall themselves “be tormented 
day and night for ever and ever” (Rev. 20:10). So far as men are con¬ 
cerned, those whose names are not written in the Lamb’s book of life 
shall be cast into the same lake of fire. This is the final resting place 
of the wicked. 

God has set before men life or death; heaven or hell; God or 
Satan. Where men go depends on what they do with Jesus, on which 
side they cast their lot in the dualism between good and evil. Good 
will triumph, and evil will be contained forever. The present contin¬ 
gent dualism will yield to a divine monism when the cosmos once 
more will be undefiled. God, we see, will not only save men; He will 
also redeem His lost creation and renovate it. He will bring it back to 
its pristine glory. 

Men have been given the power of choice. They can flee to Jesus 
as their refuge or they can follow Satan. But over the portals of the 
doors that lead to heaven and to hell are the signposts that warn men 
about the consequences that follow their decision. Men can choose 
either life or death, but there is one thing they cannot do. They can¬ 
not change the facts. There is life and there is death; there is a heaven 
and there is a hell; there is good and there is evil; there is a redeemer 
and there is a destroyer. 

Thoughtful people may ask this question, “Suppose there is no 
life after death?” “What difference will it make what I do here, if 
there is nothing hereafter?” This question can be answered two 
ways. First, the Bible categorically asserts there is a life after death. 
If the Bible is not correct, then it makes little difference. But the 
truth of the Bible has been corroborated by an undeniable fact. Jesus 
Christ rose from the dead and is alive forevermore. The Christian 
faith stands or falls on His resurrection. If He lives we shall live also. 
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If He did not rise from the dead, we will not be raised from the dead. 
It is as simple as that. 

There is one other thought that is important when men consider 
Jesus. If I choose Jesus and at the end of life discover (I don’t believe 
I will, but I ask it because some do look at things from this perspec¬ 
tive) that I am mistaken, what have I lost? I have followed a pathway 
of rectitude that would commend itself to any thoughtful person. I 
have lived a life of sharing, of helpfulness to my neighbor. I have 
raised my children to be good citizens, to do their duty, to obey the 
law. I have found satisfaction within and without. What, then, have I 
lost? Nothing. 

But if I go my own way, do my own thing, reject Jesus Christ 
and come to the end of life only to discover the Bible is true and 
Jesus Christ really is the way, the truth, and the life, what then? I 
have lost everything. And it is too late. Those who live for Jesus, if 
they’re mistaken, have lost nothing; but those who don’t, have lost 
everything. Why should a prudent man gamble that the Bible is 
wrong, when there are a thousand reasons to believe it is right? And 
if I have a chance to gain everything and lose nothing by coming to 
Jesus, why should I not come? 

Plainly, there is a heaven to gain and a hell to shun. But where 
we go when life is over depends on whether we respond for or against 
the Son of God. 

A black preacher from America’s southland caught the heart of 
the Christian answer to the question, “What happens when I die?” 
He saw the angel of death visit the home of one of God’s children. 
And so he wrote: 

And God said: Go down, Death, go down. 

Go down to Savannah, Georgia, 

Down in Yamacraw, 

And find Sister Caroline. 

She’s borne the burden and heat of the day, 

She’s labored long in my vineyard, 

And she’s tired-- 
She’s weary. 

Go down, Death, and bring her to me. 

While we were watching round her bed, 

She turned her eyes and looked away. 

She saw what we couldn’t see: 

She saw Old Death. She saw Old Death 
Coming like a falling star. 

But Death didn’t frighten Sister Caroline; 
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He looked to her like a welcome friend. 

And she whispered to us: I’m going home, 

And she smiled and closed her eyes. 

Weep not, weep not. 

She is not dead; 

She’s resting in the bosom of Jesus. 

And I say to you who put your trust in Jesus-whatever may be¬ 
fall you in the days or years to come: 

Weep not, weep not, 

We will not die. 

We will rest forever in the bosom of Jesus. 

Amen. 



We are close to the end of our journey. One more subject needs 
exploration. In a way, it is almost as vital as the subjects we have 
been discussing, although it cannot stand by itself. It requires the un¬ 
derpinning of what has been established already. We may think of 
this as a house that we build on a secure foundation. 

The Bible is the Word of God and is without error in all of its 
parts. We believe this because the Bible itself makes this claim. We 
believe it because of the witness of Jesus who is the Word of God in¬ 
carnate. We have seen that the Jews of Jesus’ day believed it. We 
have noted that the Church through the ages believed it. We perceive 
that it has been demonstrated by fulfilled prophecy, by the witness of 
the Holy Spirit, by the spade of the archaeologist, and by the testi¬ 
monies of multiplied millions of professing believers across the long 
centuries since Pentecost. But we must also remember that the de¬ 
mons believe all of this too, and they are not saved. 

Men can have head knowledge without heart faith. They can 
profess belief but have no spiritual life. They can know and hold to 
something without it ever becoming a part of their real inner life. 
Talking about a trustworthy Bible can be an exercise in gymnastics, a 
scholastic approach to a problem, just as scientists approach 
problems in physics and chemistry. If we choose to do so, we can put 
the Bible in the laboratory and deal with it as we deal with other 
books. We can find out what the Apostle Paul teaches about this or 
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that or some other matter. We can conclude that his teaching indeed 
is what true Christians have believed for ages. None or all of these 
proves we have saving faith. Therefore, we cannot leave the subject 
of a trustworthy Bible without declaring that there is more to the 
Christian faith than an infallible Book. What are we talking about? 

A verse of Scripture in Ezra throws light on the matter (7:10). It 
says that “Ezra had set his heart to study the law of the Lord, and to 
do it, and to teach his statutes and ordinances in Israel.” What does 
this say to us? 

The Things We Must Do - Know the Word of God 

Knowing the Word of God has a twofold point of reference. It 
is essential to know the Word of God for salvation. This is primary. 
But this does not mean that we must know everything that is found 
in Scripture. At the same time, no one can be converted without 
knowing something about the Word of God. “Faith cometh by hear¬ 
ing, and hearing by the word of God” (Romans 10:17). This raises 
the question what we must know about God in order to be saved. 

When we talk about salvation, of necessity we are talking about 
the minimum knowledge that we must possess in order to become 
Christians. Often, we think that we really know or have heard the 
full content of the Gospel when we have heard that Christ died for 
our sins, was buried, and rose again from the dead the third day (see 
1 Corinthians 15:3,4). However, we must not forget that even when 
we know this, there are other truths that are implied. We must be¬ 
lieve in God. We must believe that we are sinners and need Christ for 
salvation. We must at least hold that the death of Jesus did some¬ 
thing for us that makes salvation possible. And we must believe that 
Jesus, whose body lay in the tomb for three days, has come back to 
life. Quite apparently, there are theological implications in all of 
these things that have captured the imaginations and minds of lay¬ 
men and scholars, who have tried to plumb the depths of these arti¬ 
cles of the Christian faith without ever having struck bottom. No one 
ever has fully exhausted, or ever will, all that is comprehended in 
them. 

At the time a person comes to saving faith in Jesus Christ, there 
are many things he need not know. This does not mean that these 
things are secondary or that salvatory doctrines outshine everything 
else. The second coming of Jesus is a prime doctrine of the Christian 
faith. Yet an unbeliever can be saved without ever hearing anything 
about the return of the Lord. He may never have heard of the virgin 
birth of Jesus. He may never have heard of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. The point we make here is that no one can be saved without 
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knowing something, although he does not need to know everything. 
But knowledge alone does not save. 

Knowledge that is imparted to us must filter through our heads, 
and we must agree that we believe the knowledge or that we do not 
believe it. Salvation requires that we believe that Christ died for our 
sins and rose again for our justification. But believing these things 
leaves us short of eternal life, if belief is not followed by personal 
appropriation. We must also note that when we claim we believe 
these salvatory truths we are saying, as a minimum, that we believe 
what the Bible asserts about these things. We must trust the Bible for 
this. Believing these truths and trusting the Bible must be followed 
by an act of will or of choice. This is volitional. We must lay hold of 
Jesus Christ. So saving faith includes knowledge, intellectual assent 
to the salvatory facts, and a reaching out to lay hold of Jesus Christ. 
When these three things take place we are saved. We know that some 
Christians include water baptism as one of the necessary steps in the 
salvatory process. Certainly, the Bible commands us to submit to 
water baptism. Few will deny this. The tough question is whether 
someone can be saved without water baptism, as the dying thief was 
saved at Calvary. Baptists, for example, believe that water baptism is 
an act of obedience that occurs subsequent to regeneration. Some 
Lutheran and Episcopalian brothers believe that water baptism is es¬ 
sential to the salvatory process. It may help to resolve the problem if 
Christians agree that those who do come to Jesus should be baptized 
in water. Then it becomes less important to decide whether they are 
saved before or during or after the baptism by water. 

Here we are deeply concerned, not about the amount of knowl¬ 
edge a person must have in order to be saved, but what he does with 
the Bible after he has been saved. Ezra was a true believer. The 
Scripture says he “set his heart to study the law of the Lord.” 
Whereas in salvation choice comes after knowledge, here knowledge 
comes after choice. Ezra set himself to know the Word of God. It 
was a deliberate decision on his part and rose out of obedience to the 
faith which demands that Scripture be studied. In 2 Timothy 2:15, 
the Scripture says, “Do your best to present yourself to God as one 
approved, a workman who has no need to be ashamed, rightly han¬ 
dling the word of truth.” In the LIVING BIBLE that verse is trans¬ 
lated, “Work hard so that God can say to you, ‘Well done.’ Be a 
good workman, one who does not need to be ashamed when God ex¬ 
amines your work. Know what his Word says and means.” 

This particular verse says that the Christian is a workman. And 
the word is used in connection with his study of the Word of God. 
The Christian is cautioned that he will be judged according to his la- 
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bors, and the basis on which the judgment will be made is how well 
he knows the Word of the living God. We may conclude that once a 
person becomes a Christian, he or she has an ongoing responsibility 
to read, to study, and to know the Word of God. This is not option¬ 
al; it is obligatory. But it is not to be thought of as a chore. It is 
work, of course, but not a chore. It pays off rich dividends because it 
brings the believer closer to God, it helps to transform his life, and it 
provides him with the spiritual food he needs to grow in grace. More 
is lost by failing to study the Word of God than most believers imag¬ 
ine. 

Gaining proficiency in the Word of God can be done a number 
of ways. Sitting under the ministry of a good Bible teacher in a Sun¬ 
day School is one way; listening to the Word of God preached in 
worship services is another; studying the Word of God by oneself is 
still another. Bible study groups have become popular in American 
life more recently. This is good indeed, but it tells us that God’s 
people somehow feel there is a lack in their lives. They know some¬ 
thing is missing and they do not quite know what it is. The thousands 
of home Bible studies that meet weekly do help those who are eager 
to increase their knowledge of God. 

The student should obtain a good concordance, a solid evangeli¬ 
cal commentary such as Matthew Henry, and a topical index book 
that provides information about Bible themes such as justification, 
regeneration, etc. A good Bible dictionary is also a basic tool. A 
study Bible such as the Harper Study Bible is good for following 
each book of the Bible in outlined form, for the cross-references, 
and for the footnotes that supply important information immediate¬ 
ly as the Bible is being read. With these few essential books in hand, 
the Christian should read through the Bible at least once each year. 
One way to do this is to read one book at a time. The student can 
start with Genesis and when that book has been read go to the Gos¬ 
pel according to St. Matthew; then go back to Exodus, then to Mark 
and so on until the Bible has been read through completely. In the 
average Bible, by reading five pages a day the student can easily fin¬ 
ish the whole Bible in a year’s time, and it need not take more than 
fifteen or twenty minutes a day to do this. 

We speak to God via prayer; God speaks to us via the Bible. We 
should let God speak to us before we speak to Him. And He will 
speak by His Spirit as we read His Word. In the history of Israel, the 
Word of God was often misplaced or given no place in the lives of 
the people. Whenever this happened, they fell into sin. That is why 
the Bible says, “Thy word have I hid in mine heart, that I might not 
sin against thee” (Psalm 119:11). We can understand why there 
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might have been a famine of the Word of God in the Old Testament 
times. But most Christians today have a copy of the Bible, and most 
of them can read the Bible. For some, it is the most unread book in 
the house, with news programs on TV and newspapers occupying 
more of the Christians’ time than the Word of God itself. In some 
places around the world, copies of the Bible are hard to come by. 
Governments in some countries will not permit the Bible to be 
printed or distributed. The people who do not have Bibles are to be 
pitied and prayed for. But what of the multitudes who do have 
Bibles? There is no excuse for their delinquency. 

If the first step in the Christian life is to know the Word of God, 
the second step is to do the will of God. 

Do the Word of God 

From the beginning, God dealt with Adam on a twofold basis. 
He was supposed to do some things and he was forbidden to do 
others. The same is true with respect to the Ten Commandments. 
They contain positive and negative commands. The first five speak 
of things that God tells men they must do. The last five constitute 
prohibitions of things they are to shun. Some people suppose the 
prohibitions prevent them from enjoying good things. So they com¬ 
plain against God and His commandments as though He has placed 
unnecessary restrictions on them. This is not so. 

Everything written in Scripture by way of prohibition exists for 
the benefit of men. We live in a moral universe. It has laws of its 
own. Those who break the laws of God with regard to the universe 
shall be broken by those laws when they disobey them. To warn men 
not to build houses on the slopes of a volcanic mountain that could 
erupt any moment is negative indeed. But it is merciful and good, es¬ 
pecially if men do not know that the volcano may erupt. 

It is equally good for California to place signs on the exits of its 
six-lane highways warning motorists not to enter them. It is not de¬ 
signed to keep them from the beneficial use of the highways. It is in¬ 
tended to save their lives and the lives of others. Horrible accidents 
and many deaths have occurred when motorists have entered what 
they thought were entrances to the highways when they were exits. 

The road of life has its exits and its entrances. God has erected 
warning signs along the way for the protection of those who travel 
the highway. They are not arbitrary signs invented to discomfort 
men. They are for their good. 

When the Bible tells men not to get drunk the warning is for 
men’s good. No one with a sound mind could suppose that drunken¬ 
ness is a blessing. When God warns men not to steal, He is telling 
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men that the universe is set up so that those who steal will reap evil 
rather than good. Fornication, adultery, and homosexual activities 
are wrong in principle. The doing of these forbidden things produces 
adverse results in the lives of those who engage in such activities, 
even as sometimes it ruins innocent victims who do not participate in 
these activities but who are nonetheless hurt by those who do them. 
The law against murder bespeaks the fact that God sets a high price 
on the sacredness and sanctity of life. And it is designed to protect 
those who themselves would never commit murder but who might be 
murdered by those who are evil. The awfulness of murder springs 
from the fact that men bear the imago dei, so that when someone 
kills another he is striking at God through the creature. This is a 
great sin, and the universe is set up so that those who murder will find 
they cannot escape the consequences. Anybody who thinks for a 
moment must realize that murder would be intrinsically wrong even 
if there were no divine or human sanctions against it by God, or by 
the nations of the world. 

Telling the truth is the glue that holds society together. Every 
decent relationship of life is based upon trust. The wife trusts her 
husband that he will not cheat on her. A friend trusts another friend 
that what he tells him is true. A child trusts his father that he speaks 
the truth. There could be no satisfactory business dealings without 
the element of trust. God has not forbidden lying to keep something 
good from men. He has commanded men to tell the truth because a 
society based on lying must eventually collapse of its own weight. 

Christians are called by God to do what God tells them to do in 
His Word. Anyone who professes to believe that the Bible is the 
completely trustworthy Word of God and then fails to do the will of 
God as expressed in Scripture is either a hypocrite, a backslidden be¬ 
liever, an ignorant follower who does not know the Word of God, or 
an unregenerate person who has deceived himself into thinking he is 
what he is not. There can be no excuse for any true believer who does 
not do the will of God. Jesus Himself said that if anyone has a ques¬ 
tion about biblical doctrine, the way to discover whether it is true lies 
in the pathway of obedience, not in the pathway of intellectual 
theorizing. He said, “If any man’s will is to do his will, he shall 
know whether the teaching is from God, or whether I am speaking 
on my own authority” (John 7:17). The pathway to the fuller and 
deeper Christian life is not to question Scripture nor to disbelieve it; 
the right path to follow is to obey it. And when we do this we know 
the doctrine, and we gain faith to believe more deeply than ever in 
the truth of the living Word of God. 
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Teach the Word of God 

Ezra and Nehemiah were two prominent leaders who helped the 
return of the Jews to Jerusalem after the Babylonian Captivity. Both 
of them realized the need to instruct the returned remnant in the law 
of God. 

Truly, no one can rightly teach the law of God if he does not 
know it himself. Nor can he do this with effectiveness if he does not 
practice what he professes. But it is not sufficient to know and to do 
the law of God. It must be taught and proclaimed as widely as pos¬ 
sible. 

Of Ezra, the Scripture says that he “had prepared his heart...to 
teach in Israel the statutes and judgment.” Surely this suggests that 
what he was about to do was not unplanned, nor was he unprepared. 
It was not happenstance. Rather, it was based upon the conviction 
that teaching the Word of God is one of the highest priorities. If the 
Word is taught, it will be effective. Sometimes the immediate re¬ 
sponse may appear to be small. But if it isn’t done there will be no re¬ 
sponse. 

Ezra followed in the tradition, the life style, and the injunction 
of Moses with respect to teaching the Word of God. 

Moses has been called the “law giver” but it is more accurate to 
say he was the “law receiver.” It was the Word of God, not the word 
of Moses, for Ezra speaks of the law of Moses as that “which the 
Lord God of Israel had given” (Ezra 7:6). 

Before his death, Moses blessed the tribes of Israel and made 
clear that the Levites were responsible for teaching God’s people His 
law. Moses, of course, was himself from the tribe of Levi, and it was 
this tribe that God set apart for the priesthood. The Levites, begin¬ 
ning with Aaron whose descendants were to constitute the priest¬ 
hood, were to teach the law. 

In his last speech, Moses said of the Levites, “They shall teach 
Jacob thy judgments, and Israel thy law” (Deuteronomy 33:10). 

In those days, the teaching of the law of God was far more sig¬ 
nificant than today for a simple reason. Whereas virtually every be¬ 
liever can obtain a Bible today, there were very few copies of the law 
of God available in Moses’ day. Therefore, those who had the writ¬ 
ten Word of God were the only source from which the teaching could 
be expected to come. 

What Moses said at the end of his life was only repetition of his 
constant life attitude. More than that, he regarded the ministry of 
teaching to include parents, who were to transmit their own religious 
knowledge to their children. And their teaching did more than 
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simply acquaint them with the law of God. That law, or those com¬ 
mandments of God, were enforced by parents on their children. 

In Deuteronomy when the Great Commandment is given-Thou 
shalt love the Lord thy God-it is followed by this statement which is 
attributed to God, “And these words, which I command thee this 
day, shall be in thine heart: and thou shalt teach them diligently unto 
thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thine house, 
and when thou walkest by the way, and when thou liest down, and 
when thou risest up” (Deut. 6:6,7). 

According to Moses, the law of God was not just a Saturday af¬ 
fair. It was an every day, all day, affair. It was central, not peripher¬ 
al, to all of life. 

When Nehemiah came back to Jerusalem, he joined hands with 
Ezra to rebuild Jerusalem. And he records in his book how the peo¬ 
ple gathered together and were instructed in the law of God. 

We are told in chapter eight of Nehemiah that “the people 
gathered themselves together as one man into the street.” “They 
spake unto Ezra the scribe to bring the book of the law of Moses.” 

Ezra “stood upon a pulpit of wood” and read the law. When he 
opened it to read, the people stood. But he and his helpers did more 
than simply read the law. They expounded it and applied it. They 
“caused the people to understand the law” and they “gave the sense 
and caused them to understand the reading.” 

It is difficult to conceive of any greater tragedy in life than when 
the Word of God is absent. And we might add when the Word of 
God is diluted, abused, and misused. 

The Holy Spirit used the prophet Amos to pronounce the judg¬ 
ment of God against Israel for its backsliding. Part of the promised 
judgment had to do with the Word of God. Amos said: 

Behold the days come, saith the Lord God, that I will send a 
famine in the land, not a famine of bread, nor a thirst for water, 
but of hearing the words of the Lord. And they shall wander 
from sea to sea, and from the north even to the east, they shall 
run to and fro to seek the word of the Lord, and shall not find it. 
Is this not a startling statement for those of us who have the 
Word of God but do not want it? What then will be our sad condi¬ 
tion when the time comes that we want the Word of God, and we 
find we can’t have it? And there will be no one to teach it to us. 

The office of teacher in Jesus’ day was highly exalted. Jesus 
Himself is spoken of as the world’s greatest teacher. We do not think 
of Jesus as a preacher. There is a difference between the ministry of 
preaching and the ministry of teaching. Preaching has to do with 
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proclamation; teaching has to do with instruction, and constitutes a 
larger field of endeavor. 

When Jesus sent forth His disciples the Scripture says, “They 
went out and preached that men should repent” (Mark 6:12). But 
when it speaks about Jesus it usually says something like this, “He 
opened His mouth, and taught them” (Matthew 5:2); “He taught in 
their synagogues” (Luke 4:15); “as He was teaching” (Luke 5:17); 
“He taught them as one that had authority” (Mark 1:22). He did 
preach to be sure, but most of His ministry was a teaching one. 

The ministry of Paul was, in a major sense, a teaching ministry. 
The books of Romans and Galatians are examples of this. It was 
Paul who laid down the dictum which underlies the work of every 
theological seminary, Christian college, Bible college, and Bible in¬ 
stitute. He wrote to Timothy, “And the things thou hast heard of me 
among many witnesses, the same commit to faithful men, who shall 
be able to teach others also” (2 Timothy 2:2). 

In this statement, Paul alludes to his own teaching ministry. The 
word “also” identifies all future teachers with him and his ministry 
of teaching. 

In what does teaching consist? He has in mind the teaching of 
the Word of God in all of its beauty, purity, depth, and power. 

We can be sure that bad teaching will have bad consequences, 
even as good teaching will be beneficial. The absence of teaching is 
baneful too. And many a pulpit around the world is useless, because 
the Word of God is not expounded and the people are not taught. 

The Last Word 

God’s people must know and do the Word of God. They must 
also propagate that Word by their teaching. Parents are to teach 
their children; husbands and wives are to learn from each other; pul¬ 
pits and Sunday Schools are to sound forth the excellencies of the 
Word; Christian schools of all kinds are to validate their existence 
through the taught Word. 

Those who teach must themselves be taught. Their greatest 
teacher is the Holy Spirit of whom Jesus says, “Howbeit when he, 
the Spirit of truth is come, he will guide you into all truth: for he 
shall not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he 
speak: and he will shew you things to come. He will glorify me” 
(John 16:13,14). “The Holy Ghost...shall teach you all things, and 
bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto 
you” (John 14:26). 

Every road that the teacher walks leads to the same destination, 
for the goal of all teaching is to bring us face to face with Jesus. All 
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things written in Moses and the prophets and all things written in the 
New Testament pertain to Him. 

There are only two Words of God: the Word of God written, 
and the Word of God incarnate, Jesus Christ. Both Words are inti¬ 
mately and forever interrelated. Whenever one is denigrated or di¬ 
luted, the other suffers as well. A famine in the hearing of the Word 
of God written is a famine of the Word of God incarnate. 

“O Spirit of the living God, illumine my mind, and my teacher 
be. Let me see Jesus in thy Word, for to know Him aright of whom 
thy Word speaks is life eternal.” 


Amen. 


